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ABSTRACT

Health and well-being have become one of the most important topics in organizational
research. The Covid-19 pandemic has compounded the stress levels in all sectors across the
world. The current environment has created unprecedented levels of employee turnover, in what
economist have been calling the “Great Resignation,” where individuals are not only quitting but
are questioning their career choice and choosing to leave their profession altogether. This
research utilized Conservation of Research (COR) theory and the Buffer Hypothesis (the notion
that social support protects individuals from the negative impacts of workplace stress) to
investigate occupational stress and well-being (i.e., burnout and job satisfaction) in the fullservice restaurant segment. Prior research on occupational stress has investigated the buffering
effect of support by focusing mainly on social support in general (support from friends and
family), organizational support, supervisor support, and coworker support. This research is one
of the first to conceptualize workplace support to include the role of customer-initiated support
as well as organizational support, supervisor support, and coworker support in the occupational
stress literature, specifically in the restaurant industry. Additionally, this study simultaneously
investigated intention to stay with the employer and intention to change careers/career turnover.
The results indicated that workplace stress positively impacts both dimensions of burnout:
exhaustion and job disengagement. Subsequently, burnout was found to decrease job satisfaction,
which was found to be an important driver of retention. Interestingly, job satisfaction was not
significantly related to career turnover, suggesting overall job satisfaction is not enough to
prevent career turnover and the buffering hypothesis was not supported. Results suggest that
workplace support, including customer-initiated support, may play a different role in the
iii

occupational stress, burnout, turnover path. A discussion of the results, implications, and
recommendations for future research are provided.

Keywords: restaurant, occupational stress, workplace stress, well-being, burnout, job
satisfaction, workplace support, organizational support, supervisor support, coworker support,
customer-initiated support, retention, career turnover, Covid-19, conservation of resources
(COR) theory, the buffering hypothesis.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction
This chapter describes the purpose and provides the justification for this dissertation. It
begins by providing the background and context of the study. This includes a discussion about
the nature of work and characteristics of the restaurant industry and how these may relate to the
turnover problem, which has plagued the industry for years. Next, the rationale for the study and
gaps in the literature are discussed, and the theoretical framework is introduced. Finally, the
research questions and research objectives are presented along with the significance of the study.
The chapter closes with an overview of key terms and definitions, an outline of the dissertation,
and a chapter summary.

1.2 Background and Context of the Study
The hospitality industry has been devastated by the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic,
creating job instability, causing business disruption and closures, while posing a significant risk
of infection or death to the workforce (Hu, Yan, Casey, & Wu, 2021; Nicola et al., 2020; Rivera,
2020). This has created increased levels of stress for restaurant workers, in an industry which is
already thought to be more stressful than many other industries as a result of its demanding
working conditions such as long hours, time pressures, and repeated interaction with a myriad of
guests (Chen & Eyoun, 2021; Han, Bonn, & Cho, 2016; Choi et al. 2014). In particular, the
hospitality and tourism industry has been one of the hardest hit, with hourly workers facing
significant hardship (Nicola et al., 2020). In early 2020, the National Restaurant Association
1

predicted 4 in 10 restaurants closing, $240 Billion in lost sales, and 8 million employees laid off
or furloughed, meaning 2 out of 3 employees were out of work (NRA, 2020a). These excessive
job-loss conditions only exacerbated the turnover problem, which is one of the most significant
problems in the restaurant industry (Han et al., 2016).
Before the pandemic, turnover in the restaurant industry was trending upward toward the
pre-recession rate, which was 80.7 percent in 2007 (NRA, 2019b). In 2015, despite being one of
the largest employers making up 10% of the workforce, employing 15.3 million employees, the
turnover rate in the hospitality and accommodations segment grew to 72.1 percent compared to
45.9 percent overall in the private sector. According to the National Bureau of Labor Statistics,
the quitting rate among the hospitality and accommodations sector employees in 2015, was 50.3
percent and terminations and layoffs represented 19.5 percent of total annual industry turnover
(Ruggless, 2016). By 2017, the overall turnover rate in the restaurant-and-accommodations
sector rose to 72.5 percent and continued to grow, topping out at 74.9 percent in 2018, compared
to only 48.9 percent in the private sector (NRA, 2019a). According to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS (n.d.-b), the compound annual turnover rate from 2015 to 2017 was 81.9%;
however, some industry experts estimate it is much higher, in some cases 130-150%, indicating
the industry was [once again, or more appropriately said: still] facing a turnover crisis
(Rosenbaum, 2019, August 29). During this same time, despite the increasing turnover rate, the
unemployment rate steadily declined, settling into a pre-pandemic low of 4.8% in November of
2019 (BLS, n.d.-b).
In late December 2019 and early 2020, signs of the Covid-19 outbreak hit the U.S. and by
late March, early April the outbreaks quickly turned into pandemic levels, creating a global crisis
(Katella, 2021), and forcing much of the world to be locked down seemingly overnight (Bufquin,
2

et al., 2021). In contrast to the pre-pandemic period, at the peak of the lockdowns,
unemployment quickly spiked to an unprecedented level (33.9%) in May of 2020 (BLS, n.d.-b);
however, by March of 2021, with more of the country opening back up, warmer weather, and
consumer spending bolstered by stimulus checks, U.S. restaurant sales posted a sharp increase
(13.4%) in month-to-month sales—$62.2 Billion compared to $54.8 Billion in February (NRA,
2021a, April 15). By April of 2021, despite adding 187k jobs, 8 out of 10 restaurant operators
said they were understaffed and “do not expect to return to normal staffing any time soon”
(NRA, 2021b, May 7).
High turnover and “chronic labor shortages” is one of the hospitality industry’s longestrunning problems (Young & Corsun, 2010, p. 78), and it remains one of the industry’s biggest
challenges (Hwang, et al., 2014). The high turnover rate is compounded by the current staffing
shortage, and as we emerge from the pandemic, research should provide insight into
organizational factors that are important to recovery (Rivera, 2020). Understanding the links
between occupational stress and turnover intention, as well as ways to mitigate the negative
impacts of workplace stressors, is important (Hwang et al., 2014) because turnover can severely
damage overall firm performance (Yang et al., 2012). Job satisfaction, one of the most important
factors related to turnover, greatly affects the psychological outcomes that improve
organizational effectiveness in ways such as greater affective and continuance commitment
(intention to stay), and lower employee turnover intentions (Yang, 2010). This suggests that
looking at factors related to turnover and retention is important to understanding organizational
effectiveness.
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1.3 Gaps in the Literature
Health and well-being have become important topics discussed in mainstream media,
industry journals, and scholarly journals (Danna & Griffin, 1999). The link between occupational
stress and important organizational outcomes such as absenteeism and reduced productivity is
well established (Ganster & Schaubroeck, 1991); however, historically, much of the research
focusing on workplace well-being has been fragmented and inconsistent, with variations in the
antecedents and types of outcomes (e.g., medical, physical, psychological, etc.). Thus, employee
health and well-being are still not completely understood (Danna & Griffin, 1999). While it is
well known that the hospitality industry has high levels of stress, with multitudinous
occupational hazards, there is a dearth of research investigating the effects of these stressors,
specifically in the restaurant industry. Prior to Covid-19, the majority of research on
occupational stress seemed to have focused on the hotel industry (and others such as construction
and nursing), and interest in occupational stress seems to have waned for the last 15-20 years,
until of late. Specifically, very few studies investigate FOH restaurant employees’ workplace
stress and burnout, the role of social support, and many lack theoretical explanations.
Recently, likely from the interest sparked by Covid-19 research, there seems to be stream
of research on occupational stress in the restaurant context (e.g., Bufquin et al., 2021; Chen &
Eyoun, 2021) and hotel context (e.g., Wong, et al., 2021; Yu et al., 2021); however, very few
utilize any of the well-known occupational stress theoretical models. E.g., Job-Demand-Control
(JDC) Model (Karasek, 1979), the transactional Model of Stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984),
Person-Environment Fit (PE-Fit) Model (Caplan et al., 1975), Job Demand Control Support
(JDCS) Model (Johnson & Hall, 1988; Karasek & Theorell, 1990), Effort-Reward Imbalance
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(ERI) Model (Siegrist, et al., 1986), Conservation of Resources (COR) (Hobföll, 1989), or the
Job-Demands Resources (JDR) Model (Demerouti et al., 2001). This suggests a paucity of
research in the restaurant context that fully explains the relationships of workplace stress and
well-being and important outcomes such as voluntary turnover intentions focused on the
restaurant industry. Specifically, how social support mitigates the effects of stress on turnover
intentions, as suggested by Conservation of Resources (Hobföll, 1989) and the buffering
hypothesis of social support (Cohen & Wills, 1985).
While turnover has been heavily studied, there is still a lack of understanding on how to
solve the turnover problem, especially amidst a labor crisis. This is likely because the majority
of research has been done through a unidimensional lens and has focused on the intention to
leave, mainly by focusing on the job satisfaction or organizational commitment turnover
perspective (Rubenstein et al., 2018). In the most recent meta-analysis on voluntary turnover
research, Rubenstein et al. (2018) found that both satisfaction and commitment are excellent
predictors of turnover intentions, with very little variability across industries and roles, which
suggests including one of these constructs when introducing new variables into a turnover model
is important. Based on their findings, they also recommended investigating more complex
“predictor combinations in more thoughtful, theory driven ways” (p. 52). Additionally, they
recommend expanding research to included additional constructs that create contextual, multilevel influence such as the influence of social networks as well as factors that could be linked to
engagement, e.g., job characteristics, work climate, leader behaviors, stress, (lack of) work
family conflict and others. This suggests that future research should investigate turnover using
research models that look at turnover intentions in different ways.

5

For example, intention to leave and intention to stay have been viewed as the direct
opposite; however, Cho et al. (2009) has suggested that they not be viewed as “two sides of the
same coin”, because different antecedents may affect turnover and retention differently. This
research will take a multi-faceted perspective to investigate turnover from two viewpoints:
intention to stay with the employer (IS) and intention to leave the industry/career turnover (CT),
i.e., retention and career churn or dropout. Additionally, as recommended by Rubenstein et al.
(2018), job satisfaction will be included to distinguish its role in these distinct forms of turnover
since it is an important indicator of turnover intentions, and it represents a form of restaurant
worker mental well-being.
Finally, the buffer hypothesis (Cohen & Wills, 1985) has received much attention in the
occupational stress literature. The buffer hypothesis posits that control or support can buffer the
negative impact of job demands on health and well-being (Häusser et al., 2010; Van der Doef &
Maes, 1999). In conceptualizing workplace support, researchers have looked at social support
mainly from four perspectives: social support in general (support from friends and family),
organizational support, supervisor support, and coworker support. Hospitality work is the people
business, and hospitality workers choose this line of work because of something called the
“hospitality spirit,” defined as the desire “to give pleasure to others and to make guests feel
great” (Walker, 2021, p. 6). This suggests that, based on Gouldner’s (1960) social
exchange/reciprocity theory, hospitality workers may receive pleasure or fulfilment from making
customers happy. For example, a restaurant server gets satisfaction from “making someone’s day
by providing exceptional service” or a cook feels good by “making the best shrimp scampi a
customer has ever had.” This role of client or customer-initiated support has been largely ignored
in the literature, and no research looks at the customer as a source of support for restaurant or
6

hospitality workers, specifically, how it relates to workplace stress. To date, research has mainly
focused on the negative interactions between customers and employees, conceptualizing and
testing customer “incivility,” defined as “rude, impolite and discourteous action [of coworkers or
customers] . . . uncivil is not openly intentional or malicious” (Sliter et al., 2012, p. 122 as cited
by Torres et al., 2017, p. 49). This is likely due to the negativity bias (Cacioppo & Gardner,
1999), which makes negative influences seem more salient than positive ones; however,
investigating the influence of positive customer interactions may bear fruit in the search for
answers to questions related to the buffering hypothesis, namely the types of workplace social
support that can positively influence worker well-being by moderating the negative affect of
stressors on burnout.

1.4 Theoretical Framework

1.4.1 Theoretical Background
As noted earlier, several theoretical frameworks emerged from the literature to explain
occupational stress. Despite the JDC (Karasek, 1979), later expanded to include support [the
JDCS model] (Johnson & Hall, 1988; Karasek & Theorell, 1990), being regarded by many as
one of the most influential occupational models of stress, it has been criticized for its narrow
conceptualization for the sources of stress [job demands], limiting workplace stressors to those
created by work demands specifically related to the job while ignoring the potential for
“spillover” (de Jonge & Kompier, 1997; Ganster & Schaubroeck, 1991), which occurs when
demands from home and/or the external environment affect the workers’ ability to manage and
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cope with stress in the workplaces (Hwang et al., 2014). What the JDCS model did establish, as
major metatheoretical principles guiding future stress research, are the iso-strain hypothesis
(high strain jobs negatively affect well-being) and the buffering hypothesis (control and support
can mitigate the negative impact of job demands on health and well-being), which guided future
theory development under the notion that stress could be moderated by the presence of social
support or by having access to various other resources (c.f. Cohen & Wills, 1985; Demerouti et
al., 2001; and Hobföll, 1989).
This research investigated the impact of occupational stress in the hourly restaurant
workers in the context of Covid-19 post-pandemic recovery. The Covid-19 pandemic has had a
particularly large impact on restaurant and hotel worker turnover, with many workers
questioning if it is worth it to return to the industry at all (Hsu, 2021). However, with many
leaving the industry, vowing “never to return,” some workers stay, albeit perhaps thinking about
quitting in some way; however, the question is “why or why not?” In the current environment, it
is important to understand what factors may be contributing to workers’ intention to leave their
current employer versus leaving the industry altogether, but more importantly, investigate what
factors may minimize the negative impact of stress on worker well-being as well as other
important employee outcomes such as turnover intentions. To accomplish this, this study will
utilize the conservation of resource (COR) theory (Hobföll, 1989) and the buffering hypothesis of
social support (Cohen & Wills, 1985) to investigate the impacts of stress on worker well-being.
First, Hobföll’s (1989) COR theory built upon Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) appraisal
coping [transactional] model and argued that resource loss and/or the perception of losses is a
critical factor in the stressor-strain process, where there is an actual loss or threat of loss to an
individual’s or group’s supply of resources. Additionally, he argues that groups or individuals
8

that are resource rich are better able to cope with stressful situations. In contrast, groups or
individuals that are resource-poor will more quickly face resource losses, which can then
“spiral,” leading to greater and greater resource losses resulting in both attitudinal and behavioral
outcomes related to burnout and negative well-being such as decreased job satisfaction and
turnover intentions (Lee & Ashforth, 1986). In times of crisis, such as the Covid-19 pandemic,
the threat of resource loss creates stress and activates a coping response among individuals and
groups (Hobföll, 1989). Secondly, Cohen and Wills (1985) proposed the buffering model of
social support, which, consistent with COR theory, asserted that social support protects an
individual’s well-being, particularly when put under stressful conditions. Thus, the conceptual
model in this study is a test of the COR theoretical model and the buffering hypothesis.

1.4.2 Conceptual Model
The proposed model for this study is based on the well-being framework presented by
Danna and Griffin (1999) (shown later in Figure 2) and as mentioned earlier, is grounded in the
conservation of resources theory (COR) (Hobföll, 2001) and the buffering hypothesis (Cohen &
Wills, 1985), testing a Stressor-Strain-Support (SSS) model of burnout. This dissertation
investigated the effects of occupational stressors and the buffering effect of social support within
restaurant organizations in the context of the Covid-19 pandemic. The proposed model includes
factors related to occupational stressors, psychological strain—conceptualized as burnout, social
support, well-being, and behavioral outcomes: career and employment intentions. The
occupational stressor(s) construct is based on a study recently conducted in the hotel industry
(Wong et al., 2021) and was adapted to reflect restaurant workplace stress factors. Occupational
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stressors included three dimensions, those related to: traditional restaurant job characteristics
(RWS), the current work environments (CES) [contextualized to include conditions thought to be
related to Covid-19] as well as unfair labor practices (ULP). Strains are operationalized as
burnout and include the dimensions of exhaustion (EX) and job disengagement (JD) (Demerouti
et al., 2001). Well-being is assessed using job satisfaction (JS). Turnover intentions are assessed
on two levels: intention to stay with the employer (IS) and intention to leave the industry/career
turnover (CT). Support moderates the relationships between job demands and strains utilizing
perceived organizational support (POS), perceived supervisor support (PSS), perceived coworker
support (PCWS), and perceived customer-initiated support (PCIS).

Figure 1: Proposed Conceptual Model: Workplace Stressor-Strain-Support (SSS)Model

1.5 Study Purpose and Research Questions

1.5.1 Study Purpose
Workplace stress can originate from many different sources, including the individual’s
home, social life, and job (Hayes & Weathington, 2007; Bromet et al., 1992; Morris & Long,
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2002). Restaurant workers are continually faced with stressful situations, stemming from the
work itself, long hours, time pressures, demanding customers, and the need to create satisfied
guests while meeting or exceeding expected sales goals (Hayes & Weathington, 2007). The
increased stress compounded by the Covid-19 pandemic has piqued the interest of scholars,
educators, and industry practitioners and it has been suggested that restaurant workers are not
only looking to quit, but seeking to work in alternative industries (Bufquin et al., 2021, Ricci, in
press, 2021); therefore, the purpose of this dissertation is to:
1. Investigate the effects of workplace stress on restaurant worker well-being and
understand how these relate to employment from two perspectives: retention—intention
to stay with employer (IS), and career turnover—intention to leave the industry (CT),
particularly during the Covid-19 post-pandemic recovery phase.
2. Better understand the role that workplace social support plays, including, Perceived
Organizational Support (POS), Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS), Perceived Coworker
Support (PCWS) and Perceived Customer-Initiated Support (PCIS) play in mitigating the
effects of occupational stress in restaurant workers.

1.5.2 Research Questions
The main research questions driving this dissertation are: Why are people leaving the
restaurant industry in droves during the Covid-19 pandemic? and conversely, what has made
some people stay?
R1. What impact has workplace stress had on restaurant workers’ mental well-being
(burnout and satisfaction) during the Covid-19 post-pandemic recovery period?
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R2. What role does various types of social support (POS, PSS, PCWS, PCIS) in the
workplace play in restaurant workers’ mental well-being (burnout) during the Covid19 post-pandemic recovery period?
R3. During the Covid-19 post-pandemic recovery period, which stressors and well-being
factors (burnout and satisfaction) affect career turnover or retention intentions the
most (IS, CT)?

1.6 Significance of the Study
This study provides significant insight for several reasons. First, the industry has been
“decimated by the Coronavirus pandemic” (Pizam, via Zoom, 2021, May 4), and job loss in the
restaurant industry has been unprecedented. “Turnover is [still] the biggest problem in the
industry” (Jordan Boesch, as cited by Rosenbaum, 2019, August 29). This dissertation offers a
better understanding of the turnover issue by looking at it through a multi-faceted lens. As noted
earlier, Rubenstein et al. (2018) suggested looking at turnover from multiple perspectives with
more complex models measuring multiple levels. Additionally, they suggest measuring turnover
during key events. This study occurred amidst the recovery phase of the Covid-19 pandemic;
thus, it captured turnover intentions in the context of this event. Furthermore, while this
dissertation utilized cross-sectional data and measured these intentions at a single point in time,
this study provides a foundation for future research. Namely, to replicate the study at another
point and utilize a longitudinal approach to measure the impact of stress on turnover intentions
over time.
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Secondly, health and well-being have been of great interest to researchers since the late
1970s and have serious implications in the performance and profitability of organizations
(Cooper & Cartwright, 1994; Danna & Griffin, 1999). According to the World Health
Organization, occupational stress is a global epidemic (Avey, Luthans, & Jensen, 2009). The
Covid-19 pandemic has amplified the levels of stress for hospitality workers (Chen & Eyoun,
2021; Nicola et al., 2020; Wong et al., 2021) and stress can cost U.S. companies in the $300
billion range annually (APA, 2017; American Institute of Stress, 2013). Despite a considerable
amount of research on well-being and stress, there is still a need for a better understanding of
stress specific to the job and work setting, especially considering the intersection of work and
personal life (Danna & Griffen, 1999) as well as a need to better understand interactive effects
[i.e., the buffer hypothesis] (Häusser et al., 2010). This study provides critical insight into the
role of occupational stress in the context of the restaurant industry during a global pandemic.
This is significant in that it provides restaurant organizations and managers salient knowledge
about workplace stress amidst a global crisis, providing practical information for crisis
management and planning.
Finally, as noted earlier, studies on workplace stress specific to the restaurant sector are
limited, and very few studies employ any of the well-known occupational stress theoretical
models. To address this gap in the literature, this dissertation utilized Hobföll’s (1989)
conservation of resources (COR) model and the buffering hypothesis of social support (Cohen &
Wills, 1985) to investigate the role of social support [organizational, supervisor, coworker, and
customer-initiated support] in mitigating the effects of stress on worker well-being and turnover
intentions. This research adds to the occupational stress literature employing the COR model in a
specific context and by testing for varying effects of different forms of social support in the
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workplace, including the relatively untested role of customer-initiated support. Ultimately, this
study contributes to the literature on occupational stress, employee health and well-being, human
resource management, and crisis management.

1.7 Definition of Key Terms
To ensure a common understanding, definitions of key terms in this dissertation are
provided below.
Buffering hypothesis: control and/or support can buffer the negative impact of job demands on
health and well-being (Häusser, et al., 2010; Van der Doef & Maes, 1999).
Burnout: a syndrome of emotional exhaustion and cynicism that occurs frequently among
individuals who do ‘people-work’ of some kind (Maslach & Jackson, 1981, p. 99).
Career Turnover: an individual’s movement to a new occupation that is not part of a typical
career progression (Rhodes & Doering, 1983, p. 631, citing Lawrence, 1980).
Cynicism: a negative, hostile, or an excessively detached response to the job, which can manifest
as a sense of a pessimism (Maslach & Leiter, 2016, p. 351).
Distress: a negative psychological response to a stressor (Simmons, 2000, p. 42: as cited by
O’Sullivan, 2011, p. 155).
Eustress: a positive psychological response to a stressor (Simmons, 2000, p. 42: as cited by
O’Sullivan, 2011, p. 155).
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Emotional Exhaustion: feelings of being overextended and depleted of one's emotional and
physical resources (Maslach & Leiter, 2016, p. 351).
Employee Job Satisfaction: the pleasurable emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s
job as achieving or facilitating the achievement of one’s job values (Locke, 1969, p. 316).
Exhaustion: as a consequence of mental, physical, affective, and cognitive strain for example as
a long-term consequence of prolonged exposure to certain demands (Demerouti et al., 2001).
Intentions to Stay: an employees’ conscious and deliberate willfulness to stay with an
organization (Cho et al., 2009, p. 375; Tett and Meyer, 1993).
Iso/strain hypothesis: “high strain jobs” (high demand/low control or support) increase mental or
physical illness and reduce well-being for individuals (Häusser, et al., 2010; Van der Doef &
Maes, 1999).
Job control: sometimes called decision latitude, refers to the person’s ability to control his or her
work activities. Decision latitude includes two components: skill discretion and decision
authority. In earlier research, these components were usually combined in one measure, but more
recently there has been a shift towards a more differentiated measurement of the control
dimension (Kasl, 1996; Wall, et al., 1996; Van der Doef, & Maes, 1999).
Job demands: (1) refer to those characteristics related to the workload and have been
operationalized mainly in terms of time pressure and role conflict (Karasek, 1985; Van der Doef,
& Maes, 1999), (2) those physical, social, or organizational aspects of the job that require
sustained physical or mental effort and are therefore associated with certain physiological and
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psychological costs [e.g., exhaustion] (Demerouti et al., 2001, p. 501) Examples include: work
overload, heavy lifting, interpersonal conflict, and job insecurity (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014, p.
45).
Job Disengagement: the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory OLBI refers to distancing oneself from
one's work and experiencing negative attitudes toward the work object, work content, or one's
work in general (Demerouti et al., 2001).
Job resources: those physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job that may
do any of the following: (a) be functional in achieving work goals, (b) reduce job demands at the
associated physiological and psychological costs; (c) stimulate personal growth and development
(Demerouti, 2001, p. 501). Examples include feedback, job control, and social support (Schaufeli
& Taris, 2014, p. 45).
Job Satisfaction: see Employee Job Satisfaction
Life Satisfaction: a cognitive, judgmental process … [that is] defined by Shin and Johnson (1978,
p. 478) as “a global assessment of a person’s quality of life according to his chosen criteria”
(Diener et al., 1985, p. 71)
Occupational Stress: (see also workplace stress) a disruption of the equilibrium of the cognitiveemotional-environmental system by external factors (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).
Occupational Withdrawal: see Career Turnover
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Perceived Coworkers Support (PCWS): the extent to which employees believe their coworkers
are willing to provide them with work-related assistance to aid in the execution of their servicebased duties (Susskind et al., 2003, p. 181).
Perceived Customer-initiated Support (PCIS): (1) instrumental and emotional behavior that
customers direct towards employees during the customer contact, making it easier to cope with
service demands (Zimmerman et al., 2011 p. 37). (2) support from customers to help employees
deal with service demands (Zhang et al., 2020, p. 5).
Perceived Organizational Support (POS): the degree to which an employee believes the
organization values their contribution and cares about their well-being (Eisenberger et al., 1986;
Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002).
Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS): the degree to which supervisors value their contributions
and care about their well-being (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002, p. 700).
Physical Well-being: an overall feeling of being very healthy and full of energy (CDC, 1018).
Professional Inefficacy: a decline in feelings of competence and productivity at work (Maslach
& Leiter, 2016, p. 352).
Psychological Stress (COR definition): a reaction to the environment in which there is (a) the
threat of a net loss of resources, (b) the net loss of resources, or (c) a lack of resource gain
following the investment of resources (Hobföll, 1989).
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Resources (COR definition) (see also job resources): those objects, personal characteristics,
conditions, or energies that are valued by the individual or that serve as a means for the
attainment of these objects, personal characteristics, conditions, or energies (Hobföll, 1989).
Strains: (1) aversive consequences of stress for a person, or an individual’s response that could
be harmful to him or her (Beehr, 1995, p. 5). (2) a person’s response to such a situation [stressor]
in psychological and physiological terms. (Psychological responses include negative emotions
{e.g., anger, frustration, anxiety, helplessness} whereas physiological responses concern the
activation of the autonomic nervous system and related neuro-hormonal and immune reactions)
(Siegrist, 2001, p.53).
Stress: (1) a negative emotional experience accompanied by predictable biochemical,
physiological, cognitive, and behavioral changes directed either toward altering the stressful
event or accommodating to its effects (Baum, 1990: in Baumeister and Finkel, 2010, p.698) (2) a
disruption of the equilibrium of the cognitive-emot1onal-environmental system by external
factors (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, McGrath, 1976, as cited by Demerouti et al., 2001).
Stressors : (1) characteristics of the person’s work environment that are thought to be causal in
the stress process (Beehr, 1995, p. 5), (2) an environmental demand or threat that taxes or
exceeds a person’s ability to meet the challenge (Siegrist, 2001, p.53), (3) an external factor that
has the potential to exert a negative influence on most people in most situations (Demerouti et al.
2001, p. 501).
Subjective Well-being: an individual’s positive appraisal of life and an overall good feeling about
one’s life (Diener, Suh, & Oishi, 1997; Veenhoven, 2008).
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Workplace stress: the change in one’s physical or mental state in response to workplaces that
pose an appraised challenge or threat to that employee (Colligan & Higgins, 2006, p. 89).
Well-being: the state of being comfortable, healthy, or happy (Oxford Online Dictionary,
Retrieved on June 1, 2021, https://www.lexico.com/en/definition/well-being)
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1.8 Outline of the Dissertation
This dissertation contains five chapters:
Chapter One provides an introduction, the background and context of the study, the gaps
in the literature, the theoretical and conceptual model, the purpose and research questions, and
the significance of the study. The chapter closes with a list of definitions of key terms, outline of
the study and a chapter summary.
Chapter two introduces and discusses the foundations of stress and the underlying
metatheory. Next, the concept of worker well-being and its importance to the literature is
established. A thorough review of the major theoretical models of stress that have been
established in organizational stress research and the concept of burnout, a form of chronic stress
in the workplace, is introduced along with the theoretical approach and operationalization of
workplace stress adopted by this study. Following this, a detailed discussion about the
conceptualization of workplace social support, including the various forms included in this study,
sets the stage for how it will buffer the impacts of workplace stressors on burnout. Thereafter, the
components of worker well-being, namely employee job satisfaction and life satisfaction, are
defined as well as their outcomes, which include intentions to stay with the employer and
intention to leave the industry (occupational withdrawal). Finally, the hypothesized research
model and the hypotheses are provided and concludes with a chapter summary.
Chapter three begins with an introduction, followed by an explanation of the research
design, target population, sampling methods, and sample size determination. Next, the
questionnaire development is discussed and the measurement items, adopted from previous
studies, are provided. The analysis method used in this study is then discussed, and the reliability
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and validity procedures are presented. The chapter concludes with a chapter summary, reviewing
the content of the research methodology section.
Chapter four provides the results of the data collection, data screening, and statistical
analysis. First, a summary of the data collection and preparation method is explained, and results
are provided with demographic and descriptive statistics from the study’s sample. Next, the
statistical analysis and a discussion of the hypotheses test results are provided. Finally, the
chapter concludes with a synopsis of the findings of the hypothesis tests and the structural model
with the significance of the path coefficients results.
Chapter five discusses the results and major findings of this study. A summary of the
research methods is presented, results and major conclusions are discussed. The theoretical and
practical implications are provided including the study’s major contributions. Finally, the
researcher discusses the study’s limitations and makes suggestions about future research.

1.9 Chapter Summary
This chapter introduced the purpose of this research and provided the justification for this
dissertation. It began by providing the background and context of the study, which included a
discussion about the nature of work, the normal and current (influenced by Covid-19) working
conditions in the restaurant industry, and how these may relate to stress and the turnover
problem. Next, the rationale for the study and gaps in the literature were discussed and the
theoretical framework and conceptual model were introduced. The research questions were then
presented and an argument for the significance of the study was made. Finally, the chapter closed
with an overview of key terms and definitions, and outline of the dissertation.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Chapter Introduction
This chapter provides a comprehensive review of the literature on occupational stress,
burnout, well-being, and their outcomes. This chapter aims to provide the theoretical
background, establish justification, and create direction in developing the research model
ultimately tested in this study. Major topics include occupational stress foundations, worker
well-being, major theories used in occupational stress research, and burnout. From this literature
review the theoretical approach and operationalization of restaurant workplace stress are
established, and the major outcomes are discussed and defined in the context of this study. These
outcomes include burnout (exhaustion & job disengagement), well-being (job satisfaction), and
turnover intentions (intention to stay with employer and intention to leave the industry/career
turnover). Additionally, sources of workplace support and their role in mitigating the negative
effects of workplace stressors are established based on Hobföll’s (1989) conservation of
resources (COR) theory and Cohen and Wills (1985) buffering hypothesis. Finally, the chapter
presents the hypothesized research model, including the hypotheses and a chapter summary.

2.2 Occupational Stress Foundations

2.2.1 Defining Stress
According to the World Health Organization (WHO) (2008), stress is one of the top
causes of health disparities related to poor well-being (as cited by APA, 2017). An abundance of
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research investigating the relationship between well-being and stress and stress processes has
grown over the last 30 years (Ganster & Rosen, 2013). Generally speaking, researchers would
agree that prolonged exposure to stressful job demands will lead to a host of behavioral,
physiological and psychological outcomes (Ganster & Schaubroeck, 1991). Despite this, there is
still much we do not know, and there is still much to learn because it has been looked at by so
many different disciplines, each defining it in its own separate way (Beehr, 1995). Thus, “there
is no consensus on how to define stress, how to classify stress exposure, or even how to measure
it in research” (Kagan, 2016: as cited by APA, 2017, p. 9). This section will provide a brief
overview of occupational or workplace stress and provide an operationalization of the concept in
the context of this study.
Stress is defined as, “a negative emotional experience accompanied by predictable
biochemical, physiological, cognitive, and behavioral changes directed either toward altering the
stressful event or accommodating to its effects” (Baum, 1990: in Baumeister and Finkel, 2010,
p.698). Stress in the workplace has been defined by so many different researchers in so many
different ways that it would not be right to impose a single definition (Beehr, 1995); however,
Colligan and Higgins (2006, p. 89) put forth a definition for workplace stress as “the change in
one’s physical or mental state in response to workplaces that pose an appraised challenge or
threat to that employee.” They provide several unique factors identified by the literature that
contribute to workplace stress. These include “ toxic work environment, negative workload,
isolation, types of hours worked, role conflict, role ambiguity, lack of autonomy, career
development barriers, difficult relationships with administrators and/or coworkers, managerial
bullying, harassment, and organizational climate” (p. 89). It is worth noting that these are
referred to as stressors.
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As Beehr (1995) notes, the term stress is often used to describe both the sources and
consequences of stress, also known as stressors and strains, respectively. Stressors are defined as,
“characteristics of the person’s work environment that are thought to be causal in the stress
process” (p. 5). Strains are defined as “aversive consequences of stress for a person, or an
individual’s response that could be harmful to him or her” (p. 5). Additionally, she notes that the
term strain is not always used, but when it is, it usually implies the consequences of stress are
harmful to an individual on the psychological or physiological level. If this is not the case, the
consequences would simply be referred to as outcomes. If an employee is continually exposed to
the aforementioned stressors, “the employee is at significant risk of developing physiological and
psychological disorders that can lead to increased absenteeism, organizational dysfunction, and
decreased work productivity” (Colligan & Higgins, 2006, p. 89). Physiological and
psychological disorders are examples of strains, whereas the latter would likely be referred to as
outcomes.

2.2.2 Types of Stress: Eustress and Distress
Not all outcomes of stress are bad or harmful. On the most basic level, stress has two
forms: Eustress and Distress. Eustress literally means good stress, with the prefix stemming from
the Greek word “Eu” meaning good (Colligan & Higgins, 2006; Seyle, 1980). The term eustress
is defined as “a positive psychological response to a stressor,” whereas distress is defined as “‘a
negative psychological response to a stressor’’ (Simmons 2000, p. 42: as cited by O’Sullivan,
2011, p. 155). Examples of eustress include the birth of a child, a promotion at work, getting
married, or earning a degree. Because eustress refers to a positive appraisal, some people may
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view getting fired as an opportunity to pursue something greater, whereas others may be
devastated, which suggests perceived stress to be a better measure of experienced stress than
those used to address specific events (Baumeister and Finkel, 2010; Cohen, Kamark, &
Mermelstein, 1983). A majority of the research focuses on stress from the distress viewpoint
(O’Sullivan, 2011). This is likely because distress is associated with negative outcomes, and
negative experiences create more stress than positive ones (Baumeister & Finkel, 2010). This has
implications in that workplace stress can be managed at an acceptable or even optimal level
(O’Sullivan, 2011). Meaning the goal does not have to, nor should it be, to identify ways to
eliminate stress from the workplace, but to identify certain criteria, those that make the biggest
impact, and to mitigate the negative outcomes, such as is suggested by the theoretical
underpinnings of the buffer hypothesis.
In essence, stress is the result of how an individual interprets experiences and events
through an appraisal process, which involves primary and secondary appraisals (Baumeister &
Finkel, 2010). The primary appraisal assigns meaning to the event (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984),
and the secondary appraisal involves an assessment of an individual’s beliefs or abilities to cope
with such events. The primary and secondary appraisal provides individuals with information
that allows them to determine how capable they feel able to deal with that event (Baumeister &
Finkel, 2010). Meaning, when people feel capable of handling a situation, they respond by
feeling challenged; however, if resources are lacking, the person is likely to feel threatened
(Baumeister & Finkel, 2010, c.f. Tomaka, Blascovich, Kelsey, & Leitten, 1993). That is to say,
there is a fine line between motivation and stress.

25

2.2.3 Two Important Guiding Theories and the Levels of Stress
Numerous theories have been developed to explain and guide the research on stress. The
first important theoretical explanation for stress is Walter Cannon’s (1932) fight-or-flight
response, which posits that when an organism feels threatened, a physiological response is
activated causing the individual to fight off the threat or withdraw by fleeing from the threat
(Baumeister & Finkel, 2010). On the most basic level, this could be critical for survival.
According to Lazarus (2000), there are three stress levels: acute, episodic stress, and chronic
stress, each of which has its own set of attributes (Colligan & Higgins, 2006).
Acute stressors are everyday stressors that are part of everyday life such as getting stuck
in traffic, having to attend an unexpected meeting, forgetting to pick up your dry cleaning before
they close. This type of stress creates anxiety, worry, frustration, and hostility and can lead to
physical and mental difficulties (Lazarus, 2000). Episodic stressors are similar to acute stressors,
but they seem to occur as a pattern and can be influenced by personality or lifestyle. This pattern
forming characteristic makes this type of stress problematic, leading to more severe conditions
like hypertension, asthma, chest pain and heart disease (Lazarus, 2000). Finally, chronic
stressors are “characterized by the accumulation of stressors that persist and are long-standing”
(Colligan & Higgins, 2006, p. 91) and can lead to severe mental and physical illness, or even
death (Lazarus, 2000). According to Lazarus (2000), the challenge with stress becoming episodic
or chronic is that people “get used to it…and forget it’s there” (p. 14). Chronic stress is so
harmful, because it depletes people’s resources to the point at which it is difficult for the person
to recover (Lazarus, 2000). Acute stress is manageable because “people know it’s there” (p. 14),
thus, in many cases, acting as a motivator to respond to the activate the fight-or-flight response.
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The second important theory guiding the stress theory-building process is Taylor et al.’s
(2000) tend-and-befriend that suggests, in addition to the fight-or-flight response, human beings
tend to respond to stressful situations through social affiliation as a primal form of behavior
aimed at protecting its offspring (Baumeister & Finkel, 2010). This notion is postulated through
evolutionary theory, that men and women developed different adaptative biobehavioral
responses to physical threats, suggesting that women respond to stress differently than men
(Taylor et al., 2000). However, men may also respond to stress through affiliation (Baumeister &
Finkel, 2010). Despite this revelation being quite new, it is founded with great consideration for
the fact that a majority of research on primal stress responses prior to 1995 largely
underrepresented female participation (17%, p. 4) on the basis that or the need for nurturing
(tending) and creation social networks (befriending) was essential for survival and natural
selection (Taylor et al., 2000) as a means to protect the self and the offspring (Baumeister &
Finkel, 2010). This may be important to this study, since as of 2020, 51% of employees in
foodservice and drinking places are women (BLS, n.d.-a) and differences in stress perceptions
and outcomes can be found in the literature, as evident by the vast operationalizations and
numerous theoretical models of stress.

2.3 Worker Well-being
Interest in worker health and well-being has gained attention since the early 1990’s
(Danna & Griffin, 1999), stemming from a shift in how organizations view their workers (Bennet
et. al., 2017). This comes from the belief that happy employees are productive employees
(Rothmann, 2008), and the development of research demonstrating well-being can create more
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engaged and productive workers (Bennett et al., 2017; Bryson et al., 2014; Lockwood, 2007;
SHRM, 2015). Well-being is defined by the Oxford online dictionary as the state of being
comfortable, healthy, or happy; however, there is a wide variety of interpretations and a lack of
consensus of how to define well-being (as cited by De Simone, 2014). Well-being has been
viewed from the physical (cf. Cooper et al., 1994), emotional, psychological (cf. Cartwright &
Cooper, 1993), and mental perspectives (cf. Anderson & Grunert, 1997), thus leading to a broad
range of meanings and definitions of health and well-being (Danna & Griffin, 1999). While there
is no agreement on a uniform definition for well-being, there is consensus that at the very least,
well-being should include positive moods and emotions (e.g., contentment and happiness), a lack
of negative emotions (e.g., depression, anxiety), satisfaction with life, a sense of fulfillment and
positive functioning (CDC, 2018; Diener, 2000; Frey & Stutzer, 2002). In general, subjective
well-being can be viewed as an individual’s positive appraisal of life and an overall good feeling
about one’s life (Diener et al,, 1997; Veenhoven, 2008). Physical well-being (e.g., feeling very
healthy and full of energy) is crucial to overall well-being (CDC, 1018). Various disciplines have
investigated well-being from several different perspectives (CDC, 2018; Csikszentmihalyi, 1990;
Diener, 2000; Diener et al. 1997; Diener et al. 1999) listed below:
•

Physical well-being.

•

Economic well-being.

•

Social well-being.

•

Development and activity.

•

Emotional well-being.

•

Psychological well-being.
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•

Life satisfaction.

•

Domain specific satisfaction [e.g., job satisfaction].

•

Engaging activities and work.

Danna and Griffin (1999), in a comprehensive review and synthesis of health and wellbeing in the workplace literature, present a framework shown in Figure 2, based on the work of
Cooper and Marshall (1978), Smith, Kamastein, and Makadok (1995) and a synthesis of their
understanding of workplace well-being drawn from their own and other research. The core
constructs of workplace well-being are shown in the center of the framework and include
“various life/non-work satisfactions enjoyed by individuals (i.e., satisfaction and/or
dissatisfaction with social life, family life, recreation, spirituality, and so forth), work/job-related
satisfactions (i.e., satisfaction and/or dissatisfaction with pay, promotion opportunities, the job
itself, co-workers, and so forth), and general health” (p. 359).
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Figure 2: “Framework for Organizing and Directing Future Theory, Research, and Practice
Regarding Health and Well-Being in the Workplace”
Reprinted from Danna, K., & Griffin, R. W. (1999). Health and well-being in the workplace: A
review and synthesis of the literature. Journal of Management, 25(3), 357-384.
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639902500305
In this framework, health is viewed as a subdimension of well-being and is comprised of
two components: physical (physiological) and mental (psychological). Psychological factors can
include indicators such as affect, frustration, anxiety, or depression. Physiological factors include
indicators such as high blood pressure, heart disease, and general physical health (Danna &
Griffin, 1999). Danna & Griffin’s (1999) review of the literature suggests three general
categories of antecedents: 1) work setting, 2) personality traits, and 3) occupational stress. Work
setting includes health hazards, safety hazards, and other hazards and perils, producing
hazardous working conditions that negatively impact physical and mental health (Danna &
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Griffin, 1999). Personality traits, seemed to have generated quite a bit of interest and are
considered an important contributor to health and well-being, particularly Type A behavior
tendencies and locus of control, as well as other characteristics, contribute to an individual’s
overall assessment of good or poor health and well-being (Danna & Griffin, 1999). Finally,
occupational stress is represented by Cooper and Marshal’s (1978) conceptualization of stressors.
Danna & Griffin acknowledge that this is only to be “representative,” not “declarative” (p. 359),
meaning other typologies could be considered in this framework.
The framework also presents two interrelated levels of consequences, the individual and
organizational levels. Those factors most important on the individual level include physical,
psychological, and behavioral outcomes. The author’s note three salient outcomes: 1) health
insurance costs, 2) productivity, 3) absenteeism, 4) compensable disorders, and 5) lawsuits. This
list of organizational outcomes is not intended to be exhaustive, but as denoted by the arrows,
statistically related to the outcomes on the individual level. For example, physical consequences
such as injuries or illness, may directly increase insurance costs, psychological consequences
such as anxiety or depression may increase various forms of absenteeism, and behavioral
consequences such as quitting, could result in increases in recruiting or training costs (Danna &
Griffin, 1999).
Lastly, Danna and Griffin (1999) denote the possibility for interventions at various points
along the continuum. This is done to illustrate, for example, how numerous companies have
introduced strategies at the individual or organizational level aimed at improving the working
conditions, lessening the safety hazards, or minimizing the organizational stressors in an attempt
to improve outcomes for the workers and the organization, which in turn, should have a positive
effect on employee health and well-being (Danna & Griffin, 1999). The notion of interventions,
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in this well-being framework, is consistent with the buffer hypothesis that is discussed in the
stress literature, which suggests that social support can protect individuals from the potentially
pathogenic influence of stressful events (Cohen & Wills, 1985). This notion will be investigated
further and discussed in the sections on workplace stress and perceived organizational support.
The conceptual model and subsequent research model in this study have drawn the
following from this framework. First, at the center of the framework, well-being in the
workplace is conceptualized burnout (mental health in the workplace) and job satisfaction.
Secondly, this study investigated workplace stressors, which include factors shown in the
framework as antecedents. The workplace stressors were conceptualized from a prior study (see
Wong et al., 2021) in the hotel segment and included factors related to occupational stress
category and work setting category in this framework. Finally, the author investigated important
outcomes of occupational stress shown in the framework at the individual consequence level by
investigating psychological and behavioral consequences, represented by restaurant workers’
intention to stay and intention to leave/career turnover.

2.4 Occupational Stress: Approaches and the Major Theories

2.4.1 Approaches to Occupational Stress
Occupational stress is defined as a disruption of the equilibrium of the cognitiveemotional-environmental system by external factors (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). There have
been numerous theories developed, from a wide variety of disciplines, and subsequently,
multiple approaches that ascribe different typologies of stressors (causes), outcomes (strains),
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and levels of target treatment (Beehr, 1995). Each of the major occupational stress theories stems
from an organizational psychology approach to conduct empirical studies; however, it is helpful
to clarify how these approaches could be influenced by the field of inquiry (Beehr, 1995). As
shown in Table 1, you will see the medical field typically focuses on investigating physical
stressors such as extreme noise or temperatures, physical strains such as hypertension, and
treatments on the individual level, typically through the administration of medication (Beehr,
1995; Beehr & Franz, 1987). The medical approach does not usually focus on minimizing
stressors in the organization. Its focus is generally on treating a patient (the individual).
The clinical/counseling approach is similar to the medical approach; however, the stress
focus shifts from physical to psychological, yet the treatment remains on the individual level
(Beehr & Franz, 1987). From this perspective, the target of treatment may focus directly on the
psychological strain. Neither the medical nor clinical psychological approach (above the dotted
line) focus on workers in the occupational setting; however, organizations have started to
recognize the value in investing in better understanding stress from these approaches; hence most
employee assistance programs provide benefits that focus on the individual (Beehr, 1995; Beehr
& Franz, 1987). With its focus stemming from the engineering field, the third approach aims to
improve organization performance through increased productivity (Beehr, 1995; Beehr & Franz,
1987). The stressor interest typical involved physical stressors such as noise and heat, and its
primary focus remained concerned with the stress-to-performance relationship. Finally, the
fourth approach takes on the occupational stress perspective and focus on the impacts on
organizational performance, with treatments developed on the organizational level (Beehr, 1995;
Beehr & Franz, 1987). This field became known as organizational psychology, and until the late
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1980s, interventions that involved organizational changes had yet rarely been tested (Ivancevich
& Matteson, 1987).
Table 1: Four approaches to occupational stress
Approach

Typical Stressor

Typical Outcome

Typical primary
target of treatment

Medical

Physical

Physical Strain

Individual

Clinical/Counseling
Psychological
Psychological strain
Individual
psychology
Engineering
Physical
Job Performance
Organization
psychology
Organizational
Psychological
Psychological Strain
Organization
psychology
(Recreated from: Beehr, T. A. (1995). Psychological stress in the workplace. New York, NY:
Routledge)
The evolution of these four approaches has had two notable influences on the stress
literature. First, as noted by Beehr (1995), the four approaches in Table 1 acknowledge the
sources of confusion among industry practitioners, scholars, and readers of the literature, which
has stemmed from the multiple operationalizations and definitions for workplace stress. For
example, where one researcher may refer to an environmental stimulus as stress, another might
use the word stress to describe an individual’s response to a stimulus, or perhaps a researcher
uses the term stress to describe the overall research area, and not any specific variable ( Beehr,
1985). Further, some may confine stress stimulus (stressors) to dimensions of the job itself, those
that the organization has control over, whereas another researcher allows extrinsic factors to
“spill over” into the workplace. These meanings [and others] have been utilized in various
disciplines by various researchers (Beehr, 1985, Ivancevich & Matteson, 1980; Mason, 1975).
Secondly, it is apparent from the various approaches existing in the literature that
researchers must be thoughtful in conceptualizing and defining their own meanings for the words
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relating to stress [e.g., stressors, strains, treatment, interventions, etc.] (Beehr, 1987). In some
cases, if the researcher uses the term stress without defining it, for example, in a questionnaire
item that uses the word stress as the indicator (c.f. Cooper et al., 1988; Ivancevich & Matteson,
1980, Schaubroeck, Cotton, & Jennings, 1989), “the researchers themselves will not know the
meaning of stress that was used in their own study” (Beehr, 1987, p.8). This, as well as
conceptualizing stress differently according to different contexts, makes the results difficult to
generalize and draw comparisons across studies (Beehr, 1987); however, attempting to use a
global approach, using a precise model with only a few variables that can be generalized across
occupations, may be a serious limitation that fails to capture important determinants of stress
specific to a particular job or context (Sparks & Cooper, 1999).
Sparks and Cooper (1999), suggest that using models that encompass a broader array of
variables could give “a clearer picture of the work–strain relationship, and ultimately providing
the framework for a more effective stress management intervention” (p. 220). Others (c.f.
Siegrist, 2001) challenge this argument, contending that [global] theoretical models are critical to
analyzing the psychosocial work environment. This notion stems from McGrath (1987), who, as
early as 1970, suggested using robust theoretical models that capture the structural order of stress
processes as well as their interrelationship [i.e., interactions] and should serve as foundations for
stimulating theory building through the definition, elaboration, and differentiation of relevant
constructs (Cooper et al., 2001; Leventhal, 1997).
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2.4.2 Major Theories of Work Stress
Despite a lack of consensus about how researchers specify the variables that create the
work-strain relationships, a.k.a. workplace and/or occupational stress, there is agreement that
work stress causes negative outcomes on multiple levels [i.e., individual and organizational].
Several notable theoretical models have emerged from the literature, including Lazarus’s
Transactional Model (Lazarus, 1966), Person-Environment Fit (PE-Fit) Model (Caplan et al.,
1975), Job-Demand-Control (JDC) Model (Karasek, 1979), Job Demand Control Support
(JDCS) Model (Johnson & Hall, 1988; Karasek & Theorell, 1990), Effort-Reward Imbalance
(ERI) Model (Siegrist et al., 1996), Job-Demands Resources (JDR) Model (Demerouti et al.,
2001) and Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 2001) (Cooper et al., 2001;
Ganster & Rosen, 2013; Ganster & Schaubroeck, 1991).
Each of these theoretical models has contributed to the direction of work-related stress
research by drawing from two different perspectives: 1) objective or 2) subjective [appraisal]
(Ganster & Schaubroeck, 1991). While each of the major occupational stress models views stress
through a slightly different lens, they all seek to explain the same thing: the stressor-strain
process. Additionally, they also vary slightly is how they conceptualize the characteristics of
work that most affect worker stress. For example, Karasek’s (1979) JDC demand model
specified, two broad dimensions: demands and control, while (Caplan et al.’s (1975) PersonEnvironment Fit (PE-Fit) Model specified eight. On the other hand, Hobfoll’s (2001)
Conservation of Resources (COR) theory describes four main categories of resources: object,
condition, personal characteristic, and energy, which initially contained 74 specific resources
relevant to Western contexts (Ganster & Schaubroeck, 1991).
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In this research, the researcher was interested in understanding the role of stress, and
social support, in worker well-being and individuals’ employment decisions in the restaurant
industry. Thus, a brief review of each of these theories was provided to help frame some of the
relationships in the conceptual model in this study, which as discussed earlier, is an amalgam of
existing literature on workplace stress and employee turnover (c.f. Podsakoff et al., 2007;
Schaubroeck et al., 1989), and was guided by Dann and Griffin’s (1999) well-being framework.
As suggested by Sparks and Cooper (1999), this dissertation adopted a situation-specific model
that provides practical and useful insight relevant to the restaurant context. A brief discussion of
workplace stress specific to the restaurant and hospitality industry is provided following the
review of the major occupational stress theories.

2.4.2.1 Lazarus’s Transactional Model
One of the most important theories in the psychosocial stress research was Lazarus’s
(1966) seminal work forming the Transactional Model (Ganster & Rosen, 2013). According to
this theory, stress results from the perceived imbalance between the demands placed on an
individual and their available coping resources (Campbell et al., 2013; Lazarus & Folkman,
1984). It is based on the core assumption that stress is derived not from the individual or its
environment but from the interaction between the two. In other words, stress is formed from a
cognitive appraisal process, and these appraisals are critical to the psychological and
physiological responses (Ganster & Rosen, 2013). Accordingly, Lazarus (1991) suggests that the
stress felt by an individual will vary greatly, depending on how they view the experiences and
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consequences of an event, according to a series of perceptions: 1) primary appraisal, 2)
secondary appraisal, and 3) reappraisal (Campbell et al., 2013, p. 2).
1) Primary appraisal refers to the initial evaluation of the situation, deemed as benign
positive (positive), threatening (negative), or irrelevant (neutral). If the situation is
appraised as being irrelevant or benign positive, no heightened physiological arousal
occurs, and the situation will not be perceived as stressful. If the situation is
appraised as negative, the individual will make a secondary appraisal in regard to
harm (harm-loss), threat, or challenge.
2) Secondary appraisal refers to the evaluation of an individual’s ability or resources to
cope with a specific situation. Secondary appraisal interacts with primary appraisal
to determine emotional reaction to a situation. A harm (harm-loss) appraisal is the
assessment that damage has occurred as a result of the situation and the necessary
resources to effectively cope with the situation may not be available. Threat
appraisals occur when it is anticipated that the situation may result in loss or harm in
the future and the resources to effectively cope with the situation may not be
available. A challenge is perceived when a situation is demanding but ultimately can
be overcome, resulting in the individual benefiting from the situation. Both harm and
threat appraisals result in the situation being deemed as stressful, whereas a
challenge appraisal does not.
3) Reappraisal is the continuous reevaluation of a situation based on the availability of
new information. This step of reappraisal takes place throughout the entire process
and can change the way an individual perceives a situation.
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This transactional model of stress’s most significant contribution to stress theory is the
notion that stress is a result of dynamic cognitive states (Cooper et al., 2001), formed from
disturbances or imbalance between the environment and oneself, that create a need for an
individual to find resolve in order to restore homeostasis (Dewe, Cox, & Ferguson, 1993). The
key to this cognitive process is an awareness that one’s well-being is at risk (Holroyd & Lazarus,
1982; Dewe, et al., 1993; Lazarus, 1966); signifying a need for change: in other words, “it
provides the motivation and direction for coping” (Dewe, et al., 1993, p. 6). This heavy reliance
on cognitive appraisals has been challenged by others (Ganster & Rosen, 2013). For example,
Zajonc (1984) claimed that physiological and affective reactions could occur without cognitive
appraisal. Hobföll (1998) also posited that too much emphasis was put on cognitive appraisals,
arguing that more emphasis should be placed on the objective environment; however, Hobföll
(2001, p. 359) even acknowledged that appraisals “are the best proximal indicators in the stress
process” (Ganster & Rosen, 2013). Ganster and Rosen (2013) note that most researchers would
agree that different individuals will perceive different situations in various ways and that
appraisals are a result of numerous factors, thus, stress processes are complex and can be
influenced by things like culture, genetics, and life experiences. Additionally, despite this
criticism, they suggest researchers would also agree that you should “place cognitive appraisals
(especially anticipatory appraisals) in the primary position of the stress process, with the
sequence of physiological responses beginning in the central nervous system where potential
threats are encoded” (p. 1089).
Another limitation of Lazarus’s cognitive appraisal model is that it only addresses “how”
psychosocial stressors affect well-being and not “what” work characteristics have the most
impact (Ganster & Rosen, 2013). While Lazarus’s Transactional Model of Stress (1966) has its
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limitations, it laid the groundwork for future researchers to investigate stress in the workplace,
and numerous models (some of which are discussed below) emerged to address this gap and to
identify and investigate the work features most relevant to the occupational stress process. The
underpinnings of the transactional model could be useful to this study because the Covid-19
pandemic may have heightened restaurant workers awareness, forcing them to reappraise their
situation and determine if their current situation could result in harm or assess whether or not
they have the coping mechanisms to overcome the situations.

2.4.2.2 Person-Environment Fit (PE-Fit) Model
Person-Environment Fit theory (Caplan et al., 1975; French & Caplan, 1972; French,
Caplan & Harrison, 1982) has been another widely adopted theoretical model in occupational
stress research, which postulates that occupation stress results from a mismatch between
characteristics of the job (e.g., demands, resources, opportunities) and individual employee (e.g.,
abilities, needs, behavior styles) (Chemers et al., 1994; Speilberger & Reheiser, 1995).
According to Chemers et al., (1985), the utility of PE-fit theory stems from the findings that
variations in job strain were predicted better by the match between the person and environment,
than the person or environment variables on their own (e.g. Caplan, et al., 1975; Harrison, 1978;
Locke, 1969; Porter, 1961); however, this focus has generally led to researchers to specify a
limited number of variable to measure “fit” (Ganster & Shaubroeck, 1991). Additionally, Caplan
et al.’s (1975) original model conceptualized two types of fit: 1) motivation for working and
supply available for these motives (i.e., S-V: supply/values), and 2) job demands and worker
abilities to meet these demands (i.e., D-A: demands/abilities), which was rarely operationalized
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discriminately by empirical study’s grounded in PE-Fit theory (Edwards & Cooper, 1990; French
et al., 1982; Ganster & Shaubroeck, 1991).
Despite its attempt to investigate the complex concept of workplace stress using a
complex approach, and subsequent growing popularity of PE-Fit theory in the late 1970’s
criticisms continued to mount. As noted by Edwards and Cooper (1990), in addition to ignoring
the two primary PE dimensions, researchers often failed to appropriately distinguish between the
various forms of fit both mathematically and theoretically (proportional, interactive and
discrepancy), causing researchers to choose statistical tests not appropriate for the suggested
hypotheses and researchers have often failed to utilize appropriate level measures. These
problems may have created gaps and skepticisms; however, the utility should not be
discounted—"If these problems are resolved, we will begin to accumulate valid, comprehensive,
and conclusive empirical evidence regarding the P-E fit approach to stress. However, if these
problems continue to be overlooked, studies of the P-E fit approach will remain narrow and
inconclusive, and opportunities to advance our understanding of the P-E fit approach to stress
will be missed” (Edwards and Cooper, 1990).
It appears these criticisms as well as advancements of other theories may have caused
interest in PE-fit interest to wane (Ganster & Shaubroeck, 1991). It is worth noting the value in
this theory, may stem from its theoretical underpinnings: the importance of fit, which dates back
many years to early psychological theories of Lewin (1951) and Murray (1938), as well as such
organizational behavior theorists such as Locke’s (1976) theory of job satisfaction or human
resource management (HRM) Holland’s (1985) theory of job fit (person-vocation fit) (Edwards
& Cooper, 1990; Yan et al., 2008). While it is no longer widely used, most researchers would
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agree that PE-fit model laid an important foundation relevant to the conceptualization of
occupational stress (Ganster & Perrewé, 2011).

2.4.2.3 Job-Demand-Control (JDC)/Job Demand Control Support (JDCS) Models
One of the most widely adopted models used to investigate the relationships between
workplace stress and health has been the Job-Demand-Control (JDC) Model (Karasek, 1979),
originally known as the job-strain model, which identified two work characteristics related to
stress outcomes: job demands and job control (Van der Doef & Maes, 1999). Research
conducted by Johnson and Hall (1988) suggested that support provided by supervisors and
coworkers buffered the effects of demands and control on outcome variables (De Lange et al.,
2003). By the late 1980s, this model was extended to include the important social dimension:
support, creating the Job Demand Control Support (JDCS) Model (Johnson & Hall, 1988;
Karasek & Theorell, 1990; Van der Doef & Maes, 1999). The original model was formed on the
basis that “high strain jobs,” formed from work that is characterized by high demands and low on
control, would increase the risk of illness and reduce well-being. In contrast, “low strain jobs,”
characterized by low demands and high control, would not likely create harmful outcomes
(Häusser, et al., 2010).
The JDC/JDCS models are underscored by two perspectives, forming two main
hypothesis that drive researcher focus (Häusser, et al., 2010; Van der Doef & Maes, 1999). First,
the (iso)strain hypothesis, suggests that the highest mental and physical illness come from “high
strain jobs.”, which are characterized by the very demanding work and very low levels of
autonomy. Secondly, the buffer hypothesis, suggests that there is an interactive affect, where
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control and/or support can buffer the negative impact of job demands on health and well-being
(Häusser, et al., 2010; Van der Doef & Maes, 1999). Accordingly, research has shown that
focusing on one or the other would lead to different implications and recommendations to reduce
strain, thus researchers should look at all three work dimensions (demands, control, support)
from both an additive and multiplicative viewpoint (Häusser, et al.). This would lead to a better
understanding of the model and allow for better recommendations to remedy stress. For example,
“According to the buffer hypothesis of the JDCS model, social support moderates the negative
impact of high strain (i.e., a combination of high demands and low control), thus explicitly
predicting a three-way interaction of job characteristics” (Häusser, et al., pg.3). This notion is
underscored by other theoretical approaches (c.f. Cohen & Wills, 1985; Demerouti et al., 2001;
and Hobföll, 1989) acknowledging the import role of social support and highlights the fact that
workplace stress processes are indeed complex.
However, there are several criticisms. First, one of them major criticisms of the
JDC/JDCS models is the operationalizing of job demands and decision latitude. Job demands
were initially operationalized as psychological stressors, such as demanding work pressures and
conflicting demands, and ignored physical and other important work factors (de Jonge &
Kompier, 1997; Ganster & Schaubroeck, 1991). De Jonge & Kompier (1997) point out that
Karasek & Theorell, (1990) added the variables "physical exertion," "job insecurity," and
"physical risk factors" (noise, climate, hazardous substances) to the model as potential stressors,
confirming the notion that the model’s parsimony was also a limitation. Additionally, the notion
that the presence of high levels of control can create a positive “learning” environment has
received limited attention and the notion that stress, and motivation can occur “simultaneously”
has received little empirical attention (De Jonge & Kompier 1997, p. 246). For example, “how
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does long-term exposure to a high-strain job elicit chronic strain and, subsequently, inhibits
learning behavior? Conversely, one may ask how continuous learning in active jobs is related to
the inhibition of long-term strain.”
The strength of this model stems from the theoretical underpinning of the iso-strain and
buffering hypothesis. It is clear from the literature that the core structure is solid; however,
expansion of the model with other important variables, such as personality traits or other job
characteristics, or broader definitions of job demands, control or support would be warranted (de
Jonge & Kompier, 1997). The challenge with utilizing this the JDCS model in the hospitality
context is in the reliance of control in mitigating the effects of demands creating high levels of
job strain. Hospitality jobs have limited control by their very nature, stemming from the heavy
focus on customer satisfaction through service quality, which has been described by
Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry’s (1988) as an abstract concept, that defines services as
intangible, inseparable, and heterogeneous. Parasuraman et al.’s (1988) SERVQAL is based on
Oliver’s (1977) expectancy disconfirmation theory and places heavy importance on consistency
in delivering [products and] services to meet [or exceed] customer expectations. This core tenant
has made hospitality organizations rely heavily on principles grounded in early Industrial and
Organization Engineering/Psychology pioneers Frederick Taylor’s (1911) Scientific
Management and Frank and Lillian Gilbreth’s (2019) work, which establish the importance of
standardization, constant supervision, and simplification of work to increase quality and
productivity (Walker, 2021). For example, restaurant have standard operating procedures such as
a sequence of service (SOS) and recipes that dictates, to the minute, how long a server has to
greet a customer, or the exact amount of salt or lime juice that goes into a batch of salsa. This
level of standardization would suggest that level of control a restaurant employee has is minimal,
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perhaps even a source of stress (stressor). Meaning, “control” for restaurant workers may be
bound up in the “demands” dimension. Still, the theoretical underpinnings of the JDCS: the isostrain hypothesis and buffering hypothesis provide heuristic value and insight; however, the
limited scope of the JDCS model would constrain the interest of this study.

2.4.2.4 Effort-Reward Imbalance (ERI) Model
In addition to the JDCS model (Karaseck & Theorell, 1990) and P-E Fit model (French &
Caplan, 1972), Siegrist (1996) proposed a third important model to guide occupational stress
research: the Effort-Reward Imbalance (ERI) model (van Vegchel et al., 2005; see also Siegrest
et al., 1986). The model was originally conceptualized from a more general approach targeted at
investigation the psychosocial dimension related to individual health and well-being (Ganster &
Perrewé, 2011). In contrast to demands and control (JDC) or demands and abilities (P-E Fit),
Siegrist (1996) identified efforts and rewards as key determinants of stress related psychological
and physiological outcomes. The model was later expanded to include the concept of
“overcommitment” characterized by “attitudes, behaviors and emotions reflecting excessive
striving in combination with a strong desire of being approved and esteemed” (Siegrist, 2001, p.
55). Efforts refer to demands and obligations. Rewards refer to money, esteem, job
security/career opportunities. Overcommitment refers to need for control and approval.
The ERI model is theoretically grounded in Gouldner’s (1960) social
exchange/reciprocity theory, Adams’s (1965) equity theory, and Vroom’s (1964) expectancy
value theory (Siegrist, 2001; Siegrist, 2017; van Vegchel et al., 2005). The ERI model postulates
that failed reciprocity (based on high efforts low rewards [in relation to expected norms]) would
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result in persistent negative emotions and strains. In contrast, positive feelings induced by social
rewards, perceived as appropriate, would result in positive health and well-being (Ganster &
Perrewé, 2011).
Ganster & Perrewé (2011, p. 47) extract the following hypothesis from Siegrist’s (1996)
ERI model:
1. An imbalance between high effort and low reward (i.e., nonreciprocity) increases
the risk of reduced health over and above the risk associated with each of the
components.
2. Overcommitted people are at increased risk of reduced heath, whether or not this
pattern of coping is reinforced by work characteristics.
3. Relatively highest risks of reduced health are expected in people who are
characterized by Conditions 1 and 2.
Returning to the principle of reciprocity, Siegrist (2017) explain that employment
arrangements form implicit contracts forming a basis for expectations for efforts and rewards to
be exchanged between the employer and the employee. He ascribes three types of rewards (p.
25): 1) wage or salary (financial reward), 2) career promotion or job security (status-related
reward), and 3) esteem and recognition (socio-emotional reward). Additionally, he also notes
that employment contracts often fail to adequately or accurately define expected efforts and
rewards, which leaves room for reinterpretation and improvement.
Drawing from Adam’s (1965) equity theory, ERI asserts two types of inequity that can
occur: “overfitting” and “underfitting,” which results in either a “cost” (A → B) or a “gain” (B ←
A) and is considered as form of distributive justice (see Greenberg, 2010), by comparing cost or
gains to a reference group (C) (Siegrist, 2017). This can further be complicated on the individual
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level by workers who tend to habitually overcommit, described by Siegrist (1996, 2001) as
workers who frequently have incorrect perceptions of work demands as well as their own coping
resources, in comparison to their less committed peers. Incorrect assessments, prevent them from
accurately appraising cost-gain interactions (Ganster & Perrewé, 2011).
According to expectancy value theory of motivation, worker situations characterized by
high effort/low reward, workers will quit or reduce efforts to reduce negative effects (Schönpflug
and Batman, 1989). In contrast to this theory, Siegrist (2001, p.55) posits that the ERI model
predicts that workers may tolerate chronically stressful experiences, under the following
conditions:
1. Lack of alternative choice in the labor market may prevent people from giving up
even unfavorable jobs, as the anticipated costs of this engagement (e.g., the risk of
being laid off or of facing downward mobility) outweigh costs of accepting
inadequate benefits.
2. Unfair job arrangements may be accepted for a certain period of one’s occupational
trajectory for strategic reasons; by doing so employees tend to improve their chances
for career promotion and related rewards at a later stage.
3. A specific personal pattern of coping with demands and of eliciting rewards
characterized by overcommitment may prevent people from accurately assessing
cost–gain relations.
The core hypothesis of the ERI model is that an imbalance between efforts and rewards
creates strain and subsequently other negative outcomes related to health (Ganster & Perrewé,
2011). The strength of this theoretical framework stems from its theoretical underpinnings of
three sound psychosocial and psychological theories: Gouldner’s (1960) social
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exchange/reciprocity theory, Adams’s (1965) equity theory, and Vroom’s (1964) expectancy
value theory. Like the JDCS model (Karasak & Theorell, 1990) the effort reward imbalance
model highlights the important role of “threats” and/or “loss of control” in stimulating stress
responses (Siegrist, 2017). The ERI model adds to the workplace stress literature the important
consideration of human interaction and psychosocial processing, while also, like Lazarus (1966)
highlighting the importance of individual differences is appraising stressful situations.
Criticism of this model include how researchers generally operationalize the effort
reward imbalance using a similar version of self-report scale (Ganster & Perrewé, 2011). While
self-report scales are common in occupational stress literature, normally the self-report measures
of work stressors are analyzed indirect relation to psychological or physiological strains. In
contrast, the ERI scales assess the self-report of effort or reward and combine them with the
outcome. For example, “I have constant time pressure due to a heavy workload.” The responses
are collected in two steps. First, the subjects are asked if they agree or disagree on a Likert scale.
Then, they are asked to evaluate to what extent they feel distressed by this experience (Ganster &
Perrewé, 2011; Siegrest et al., 2004). The respondents are asked to respond with 1 = Disagree; 2
= Disagree, but I am not at all distressed; 3 = Agree, and I am somewhat distressed; 4 Agree,
and I am distressed; and 5 = Agree, and I am very distressed (Ganster & Perrewé, 2011, p. 48).
As noted by Beehr (1995), asking participant to rate their level of stress, results in the researcher
not knowing which dimension of stress are being measured. Additionally, the mixing of
perceptions and conditions (efforts and rewards) and calculating them as a ratio of two scales to
form the ERI “seems to be complicated” (Ganster & Perrewé, 2011). Furthermore, the
dimensions of stressors and strains are constrained to the model, which allows for
generalizability, however, it may be at the expense of utility. Finally, the results of empirical
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studies employing the ERI model may simply be providing evidence of psychological strain
(distress) on health, rather than psychological well-being (Ganster & Perrewé, 2011).

2.4.2.5 Conservation of Resources (COR) theory
Conservation of Resources (COR) posits that resource loss is a key component in the
stressor-strain process (Hobföll, 1989; 2001). Hobföll (2001) defines resources as the objects,
personal characteristics, conditions, or energies that are important to the individual because they
are a source of accomplishment, pride, and preservation. Accordingly, resources are critical to
survival and stress [strain] then, will occur when resources are “threatened, lost, believed to be
unstable, or where individuals and groups cannot see a path to the fostering and protection of
their resources through their individual or joint efforts” (p. 340). Thus, the core tenet of COR is
that “individuals strive to obtain, retain, protect, and foster those things that they value” and
stress will occur under any one or more of the following conditions (p. 341):
1. When individuals' resources are threatened with loss.
2. When individuals' resources are actually lost.
3. Where individuals fail to gain sufficient resources following significant resource
investment.
Hobföll (1989, 2001) argued that (COR) is an important step forward from the prior
conceptualizations of stress, primarily viewed through the transactional lens (Lazarus, 1966;
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), which he criticized for being too ambiguous and phenomenological
and relying too heavily on the individual’s subjective appraisal of stress levels. Thus, he argued
for a resource-based view (e.g., Antonovsky, 1979; Baltes, 1997; Bandura, 1997; Holahan &
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Moos, 1987, 1991), which added “objective” or “observable” assessments of resource depletion
(e.g., free time, money, material items, etc.), opposed to those limited to the subjective individual
appraisal of Lazarus’s (1966) transaction model (Hobföll, 2001). Likewise, in comparison to the
PE-fit model (French, Caplan, & Van Harrison, 1982), which, similar to COR, posits that it is an
individual’s evaluation of resources compared to their work demands that represents stress;
however, COR examines and emphasizes the “actual fit of resources” (p. 343). Hobföll (2001)
himself acknowledges [rightfully so] the congruence of COR with both Lazarus’s (1966)
transactional model and Caplan et al. (1975) PE-fit model although he presents a new paradigm
that includes objective assessment that includes not only the individual but also a collective or
shared cultural approach to investigating resource losses and gains. To be clear, COR extends
Lazarus’s and Folkman’s (1984) coping model to specify that individuals will cope by seeking to
minimize the net loss of resources, which was not specified by their model (Hobföll, 1989).
Accordingly, the COR model still views control, and the ability to cope in subjective terms
(Ganster & Perrewé, 2011), and its fundamental principles have been supported by empirical
investigations ranging from occupational burnout (e.g., Gorgievski & Hobföll, 2008) to natural
disaster recovery (e.g., Blaze and Shwalb, 2009) (Holmgreen et al., 2017).
COR theory (Hobföll, 1989) specifies four types of resources responsible for positive or
negative responses to stress (i.e., well-being or strain): (1) object resources (e.g., home,
vehicles), (2) condition resources (e.g., socioeconomic status, valued work role), (3) personal
resources (e.g., self-esteem, mastery), and (4) energy resources (e.g., money, time, credit).
Situations become stressful when they threaten or result in losses of critical individual resources
(Ganster & Perrewé, 2011). Hobföll (1989, p. 517) notes that “social support does not fit in any
one category above. Rather, social relations are seen as a resource to the extent that they provide
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or facilitate the preservation of valued resources, but they also can detract from individuals'
resources.” This, he posits is supported by the buffering hypothesis which states that support is
helpful when it satisfies situational demands (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Hobföll, 1985b) and harmful
or even benign when support is low or absent (Hobföll & London, 1986; Riley & Eckenrode,
1986; Rook, 1984). Hobföll and Lilly (1993) presented a list of 74 resources identified in the
Conservation of Resources Evaluation (COR-E) (see Hobföll, Lilly, & Jackson, 1991), which
they argue should not be viewed as concrete or exhaustive, since “like life event measures, such
lists can never be considered complete” (p. 136). Primary resources include resources directly
related to survival such as food, clothing, housing, and health and are essential across cultures.
Secondary resources include resources related to employment, community environment, and
social support and subsequently gain value in relation to their ability to preserve or improve
primary resources such as better housing, clothes, or food. Tertiary resources include those
resources related to accomplishment, financial credit, social status and are culturally created,
thus providing access to both primary and secondary resources (Hobföll & Lilly, 1993;
Holmgreen et al., 2017). This notion is consistent with the well-known motivation theory,
Maslow’s (1968) hierarchy of needs, which posits that the most basic human needs are related to
physiological and safety needs (e.g., food, water, shelter). Next, he suggests that once those
needs are met the need for social, ego and self-fulfillment follow in a hierarchical manner. This
alignment with COR theory, sheds light on the previously stated notion that motivation and
stress are indeed closely related.
To guide the central tenant of the theory, previously noted that “individuals strive to
obtain, retain, protect, and foster those things that they value” (p. 341), Hobföll (2001) presents
two important principles of COR. First, Principle 1: The Primacy of Resource Loss: posits that
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“resource loss is disproportionally more salient than resource gain” (p. 343). Next, Principle 2:
Resource Investment: suggests that “people must invest resources in order to protect against
resource loss, recover from losses, and gain resources” (p. 349).
Hobföll (2001) also presents four corollaries of the COR theory, related to these
principles: (1) “those with greater resources are less vulnerable to resource loss and more capable
of orchestrating resource gain”. Conversely, those with fewer resources are more vulnerable to
resource loss and less capable of resource gain” (p. 349), (2) “those who lack resources are not
only more vulnerable to resource loss, but that initial loss begets future loss” (p. 354), (3) “those
who possess resources are more capable of gain, and that initial resource gain begets further
gain. However, because loss is more potent than gain, loss cycles will be more impactful and
more accelerated than gain cycles” (p. 355), and (4) “those who lack resources are likely to adopt
a defensive posture to conserve their resources” (p. 356). Additionally, two important
developments from the conceptualization or COR theory include: (1) resource caravans, and (2)
loss/gain spirals.
First, related to corollary 1 and grounded in the anthropological concepts of the tribe,
COR theory suggests that particular resources tend to be highly correlated at consistent levels
and are nested within families, communities, and culture (Holmgreen, 2017; Hobföll, 2001)
These are referred to as resource caravans. These caravans can occur as a result of various
sociocultural processes that also create resource caravan passageways, which represent the
build-up and transfer of various accumulated and related resources that tend to coexist in (more
or less) positive environments: where there exists a high level of optimism as well as a strong
self-efficacy, with an appropriate level of available social support. In contrast, risk factor
caravans exist in (more or less) negative environments marked by low social support, low sense
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of self-esteem, thus poor coping abilities (Hobföll, 2001). This concept can be explained in more
relatable terms. For example, members of a community that exist as part of what could be
described as the privileged wealthy class, are likely to continue to prosper from generation to
generation, whereas the disadvantaged poor are likely to continue to live in unfavorable
conditions that continuously tax the individual’s coping resources, seemingly trapped by their
lack of or insufficient resources.
Second, related to corollaries 2 and 3, COR theory suggests that resource loss is stressful,
thus individuals experiencing stress utilize their existing resources supplies to prevent further
loss [cope], subsequently creating additional resource loss (Hobföll, 2001). Hobföll (2001)
referred to these as resource spirals and posits that in resource-poor environments, stressful
situations quickly spiral with increasingly detrimental effects, whereas, in resource-rich
environments, the negative impacts of traumatic events can be mitigated through that activation
or utilization of existing resources, ceasing the spiral (Holmgreen, 2017; Hobföll, 2001). These
notions, specifically related to COR theory principle 1 noting that “resource loss is
disproportionally more salient than resource gain” (Hobföll, 200, 1p. 343), are grounded in
Tversky and Kahneman’s (1974) prospect theory, which postulates that the slope of losses is
perceived by individuals to be steeper than the slope or gains, thus, viewing an event as a loss
situation would represent greater risk-taking; therefore, individuals would likely choose the more
certain route, preferring modest gains over the possibility of any loss. Additionally, Cacioppo &
colleagues (Cacioppo & Gardner, 1999; Ito, et al., 1998) coined the term negativity bias, which
describes how individuals have a greater affective response to negative stimuli than neutral or
positive information. In other words, humans are more likely to notice and remember bad
experiences over positive ones or see more of the bad than the good in any given situation.
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Corollary 4, in contrast to the proactive or reactive response most heavily emphasized by
appraisal and coping stress theories, COR theory posits that, individuals who experience severe
resource depletion (Schönpflug, 1985) or who lack psychological capability (Breznitz, 1983) will
respond with denial or avoidance due to insufficient resources (Hobföll, 2001). Unlike the two
leading primal theories adopted by Western psychology (e.g. fight-or-flight and tend-andbefriend), “playing dead” is another biological survival mechanism responsible for creating a
physiological/neural response to stress (Folkow & Neal, 1971; Hobföll & Lilly, 1993) COR
adopts this view, to suggest that nonresponse, in the form of denial or avoiding coping, may be
an effective defensive strategy for those with limited resources to avoid completely depleting, or
to conserve, one’s resources (Hobföll, 2001). Alternatively, those with stronger psychological
resources, may utilize denial strategies methodically to reserve coping actions to times when
resources are most available or when absolutely necessary (Hobföll, 2001).
Accordingly, the central tenant, core principles and corollaries of COR theory have
piqued the interest of researchers investigating occupational stress and burnout as well as natural
disaster recovery to natural disaster recovery (Ganster & Perrewé, 2011). COR theory is
particularly relevant to disaster studies because the volatility of a crisis situation and threat of
resource loss creates an increased level of psychological [acute] distress, thus activating coping
responses (Hobföll, 2001). The episodic nature of a crisis may activate positive coping behaviors
such as planning and problem solving or negative activities such as denial or increased alcohol
use. In contrast, occupational stress and burnout occur gradually over a longer period of time
representing a chronic form of distress, resulting in emotional exhaustion, alienation from others,
decreased productivity, and increased absenteeism (Maslach & Leiter, 1997). This is more
representative of what Hobföll, (2001) would call the third condition of COR stress, “lack of
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resource gain (and sometimes exposure to minor, chronic losses) following significant resource
investment of time, energy, lost opportunities, and borrowing from family time and intimacy to
support work” (p. 347). In other words, it’s a sense of not getting enough from the work in
comparison to what the worker invested, or simply feeling that the work is not worth the
sacrifices she made.
Two major theoretical differences in conceptualizing work stress, distinguish COR theory
from others (Westman et al., 2005). First, “resource loss is disproportionately more salient than
resource gain” (p. 169), and secondly, resource losses trigger loss spirals. Westman et al., (2005)
suggest that loss spirals are a “critical aspect of the theory, because it predicts that loss cycles
will occur quickly and powerfully. Further, at each iteration of loss in the sequence, the cycle
will gain in strength and momentum” (p. 169). The strength of this theoretical model can be
derived from the specificity of the COR principles and corollaries, which can increase
falsifiability (Ganster & Perrewé, 2011); however, Ganster & Perrewé, (2011) also note a lack of
specificity in operationalizing resources, since the resource categories, while defined as objects,
conditions, personal characteristics and energies, may allow almost any concept or condition in
the work environment to be considered a resource in the context of the study. While some may
view this as limitation of COR theory, others (cf. Sparks & Cooper 1999) may see the utility in
this feature. Still, this limitation can be overcome if resources in a particular field of study can be
defined by a priori research and tested in longitudinal studies to test these propositions by
comparing the perceived importance of gains versus losses as well as investigate the concept of
loss spirals (Ganster & Perrewé, 2011).
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2.4.2.6 Job Demands-Resources (JDR) Model
Over the last two decades, the Job Demands-Resources (JDR) Model (Demerouti et al.,
2001b), has gained increasing popularity since its inception and has become one of the most
important occupational stress models (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). Its conceptualizing stemmed
from the shortcomings of earlier popular stress models such as the ERI model (Siegrist, 1996)
and JDCS model (Karasek, 1979), which were often viewed by researchers as too restrictive in
how it defined job demands and job resources (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). For example, Karasek’s
(1979) model defined job demands in a primarily quantitative way, focusing on generalizable
work characteristics such as work overload and time pressure, thus failing to capture the unique
features of a particular work setting that could result in stress or strain (Chirico, 2016).
While Demerouti et al.’s (2001) JDR model seemed to critique these earlier models for
focusing only on job [related] demands, it drew from them, the importance of homeostasis
between positive demands and negative resources in health and well-being (Schaufeli & Taris,
2014). Additionally, Bakker and Demerouti (2007) also acknowledged the potential positive
impacts of job characteristics, thus recognizing a need to align occupational stress and job design
models to investigate the potential for motivation from appropriate job demands and job
resources (Dewe, 2017). Subsequently, as noted by Schaufeli & Taris (2014, p. 44), the JDR
model “is heuristic in nature and represents a way of thinking about how job characteristics (and
recently also personal) may influence employee health, well-being, and motivation.” They note
that this flexibility [and evolution of the model over the years] is a strength and weakness since
“there is actually no single JDR model” (p. 44) allowing for its application to multitudinous
studies in various context; however, the concepts included in two different studies may be
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completely unrelated, but still testing the same assumptions presented by the JDR model. The
utility of the JDR model stems from its wide-ranging adaptability, described as really “a way of
thinking about how job (and recently also personal) characteristics may influence employee
health, well-being, and motivation.” (p.44), which is likely what has led to its widespread
adoption (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). Inherently, the JDR model is and will continue to evolve and
perhaps need to be refined.
The original JDR model was presented by Demerouti et al. ( 2001b) as an investigation of
antecedents and reconceptualization of burnout. Their study drew upon Lee and Ashforth’s
(1996) “Meta-Analytic Analysis of Correlates of the Three Burnout Dimensions [viz. Maslach,
1982]”, which identified eight job demands and thirteen job resources. According to Demerouti
et al., (2001b), job demands are defined as “those physical, social, or organizational aspects of
the job that require sustained physical or mental effort and are therefore associated with certain
physiological and psychological costs” [e.g., exhaustion] (p. 501). Job resources are defined as
“those physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job that may do any of the
following: (a) be functional in achieving work goals, (b) reduce job demands at the associated
physiological and psychological costs; (c) stimulate personal growth and development
(Demerouti et al., 2001b, p. 501). Examples include feedback, job control, and social support
(Schaufeli & Taris, 2014, p. 45)
The earliest JDR model conceptualized a process for the development of burnout as twodimensional construct consisting of energetic (exhaustion) and motivational (withdrawal/
disengagement) components: work exhaustion and disengagement (Demerouti et al., 2001b;
Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). First, when workers experience prolonged exposure to excessive work
demands and are unable to adequately recover, they become “overtaxed” and suffer from a form
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of emotional and physical exhaustion. Secondly, when workers experience a lack of resources,
the workers’ ability to meet work demands becomes encumbered, resulting in a lack of
motivation, which leads to withdrawal behavior (Demerouti et al., 2001b; Schaufeli & Taris,
2014). Demerouti et al., (2001b) originally, claim a lack of theoretical evidence for the
interaction between job demands and resources, thus the original model only investigated “the
unique contribution of job demands and resources” (p. 502) on each of the burnout constructs
[e.g., job demands → exhaustion and job resources → disengagement].
Subsequent research confirmed this argument, confirming the main effects (see, among
others, Bakker, et al., 2003; Bakker, Demerouti & Euwema, 2005; Bakker, Demerouti &
Verbeke, 2004; Demerouti et al., 2001b; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007); additionally, consistent with
the definition of job resources above, the presence of job resources should help to mitigate or
reduce the effects of job demands on exhaustion (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). Bakker et al., (2003)
found support for this, finding that the negative effect of job demands on exhaustion was greatest
when employees had limited resources. Future research (viz., Bakker et al., 2005; Xanthopoulou
et al., 2007 ) confirmed this interaction finding that in 60% of the hypothesized interactions were
confirm in the right direction, which was validated by a study in the hospital setting (viz.,
Hansen et al, 2009) demonstrating “the robustness of the model” (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014, p.
46). Finally, research extended the model to contain organizational outcome variables such as
salesperson performance (Bakker et al., 2008), and extra-role and in-role performance (Baller et
al., 2004)
Three years after the initial model was presented, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) adopted
positive psychology approach that integrated physical well-being (i.e., negative Health problems)
by looking at engagement in contrast to the previously conceptualized concept of disengagement.
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Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) labeled burnout “strain” and engagement “well-being” whereas
well-being referred to “vigor (that is, high levels of energy and mental resilience while working),
dedication (referring to a sense of significance, enthusiasm, and challenge), and absorption
(being focused and happily engrossed in one’s work), thus, addressing the negative and positive
effects of job demands and resources on stress (i.e., stress) and motivation (i.e., engagement
(Schaufeli & Taris, 2014, p. 46), which Bakker and Demerouti (2007) later described as dual
process; meaning a core premise of the JDR model the interplay of “two underlying phycological
processes” (p. 313).
First, chronic work demands and poorly designed jobs (e.g., work overload and emotional
demands) deplete employee mental and physical resources, resulting in a depletion of energy
(i.e., a state of exhaustion) and poor health (cf., Demerouti et al., 2000, 2001a, b; Leiter, 1993).
Secondly, the JDR model suggest a motivational process occurs when abundant job resources
create better work engagement, lower cynicism, and increased performance, which is indicative
of both intrinsic (growth, learning and development) and extrinsic (achieving work goals)
motivational processes (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). This adjustment to the JDR model,
conceptualizes burnout as a one-dimensional rather than a two-dimensional construct (Schaufeli
& Taris, 2014), which is in contrast to other conceptualizations of burnout (which will be
discussed in greater detail later), for example Maslach’s (1982) Burnout Inventory (MBI), which
defines burnout as a multidimensional construct, containing three dimensions that include:
exhaustion, cynicism and professional [in]efficacy (Demerouti, Mostert, & Bakker, 2010), or
Kristensen et al’s., (2005) Copenhagen Burnout Inventory (CBI), which conceptualizes burnout
as three domains including: life, work, and service to clients (Shirom, 2003). This modification
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to the JDR Model seems to serve the interest of creating the positive psychological approach by
simultaneously investigating negative impacts of job demands and motivational processes.
Over the years the JDR model seemed to evolve towards a more prescriptive model, with
the most recent model (Bakker, & Demerouti, 2017) including job crafting, which they defined
as “the proactive changes employees make in their job demands and resources” (Tims et al.,
2012 as cited by Bakker, & Demerouti, 2017, p. 276) as a way for motivated employees to
proactively increase job resources by taking the initiative to self-develop and continuously
increase motivation. While the original JDR was applauded for its flexibility, it is this author’s
opinion that this creates a serious limitation in adopting it specifically in this study. Additionally,
it appears that the JDR model is really just an occupational stress/engagement model that draws
from numerous theories to contextualize and apply them to the work setting (see Bakker &
Demerouti, 2014), thus, its specificity and theoretical complexity has become a serious
limitation.

2.5 Theoretical Approach and Operationalization of Stress in the Context of this Study
Workplace stress has become one of the most significant issues facing hospitality
organizations since it involves all levels of employee, from line level employees to management,
and it can affect performance at the individual and organizational level (O’Neil & Davis, 2011;
Ross, 1995). Research has shown that occupational stressors can increase hotel and restaurant
employees’ turnover intention (Hwang et al., 2014; Tongchaiprasit, & Ariyabuddhiphongs,
2016), and can reduce employee job satisfaction (Hight & Park, 2019; Yousaf et al., 2019), and
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job performance (Abdelhamied, & Elbaz, 2018; Akgunduz, 2015). The restaurant industry has
been plagued with turnover problems for many years (Hinkin & Tracey, 2000; Pizam &
Thornburg, 2000; Young, & Corsun, 2010) and the Covid-19 pandemic has placed additional
demands on workers as it has amplified the amount of and impacts of occupational stress (Wong,
et al., 2021). Understanding and identifying strategies to manage work-related stress is of critical
concern for hospitality industry researchers and practitioners because potentially negative
consequences such as job dissatisfaction and absenteeism may occur if ignored (Hight & Park,
2018).
Occupational stress comes from various sources both inside and outside the workplace
(Hayes & Weathington, 2007). It is well-known that the hospitality industry is a stressful
workplace (Zohar, 1994), and employee stress has been a serious problem in this industry for
many years (O’Neil & Davis, 2011). Workers in the restaurant industry face numerous jobdemands such as dealing with frequent unexpected problems such as staff shortages and unhappy
customers, as well as high workloads, and expectations to meet certain sales volumes, while
maintaining a positive attitude and a good public image (Hayes & Weathington, 2007).
Additional factors include physically demanding working conditions that include long hours,
high quality expectations, risk of injury, long hours (Young & Corsun, 2010), and demanding
customer expectations (Kim et al., 2014). Over time, this can wear on individuals, leading to
burnout and other negative outcomes (Hayes & Weathington, 2007).
As noted earlier, workplace stress has been conceptualized and defined by various
authors in various ways (Yousaf et al., 2019). For example, according to Brown and Campbell
(1990), workplace stress is characterized by an individual’s negative perception of an event or
unpleasant experience at work. Butts et al. (2009) attribute occupational stress to any physical,
61

emotional, or mental strain that affects individuals psychologically or physically. Cooper et al.,
(2001) suggest that occupational stress results when there is a discrepancy between work
demands and an individual’s ability to carry out those demands. More simply, Caplan et al.,
(1975) defined job stress as any characteristic of the job environment which poses a threat to an
employee, which Bolino & Turnley (2005) suggest results in negative emotional responses such
as anxiety, depression, anger, sadness or grief.
Like the various definitions of stress, scholars have operationalized stressor (causes of
stress) in various ways. For instance, caused of work stress may include heavy workload (Barnett
& Brennan, 1995; Perrewe & Ganster, 1989), role conflicts (Bedeian & Armenakis, 1981;
Cosway et al., 2000), long working hours and non-flexibility of work (Russell et al., 2009).
Often these are constrained by the theoretical model such as (JDCS) Model (Johnson & Hall,
1988; Karasek & Theorell, 1990), which specified that job demands [workplace stressors] be
derived from expectations that are specific to the job requirements or the work itself, thus often
utilizing role stress to operationalize job demands, which is made up of two sub-constructs
including: role conflict and role ambiguity (Rizzo et al., 1970). Others (cf. Sparks and Cooper,
1999), suggest that workplace stress models include situation specific variables to account for a
broad array of situations. Additionally, as suggested by spill-over theory, individuals may not be
able to separate stressful conditions from their work and non-work lives, thus stressors from
home and work may crossover and affect both work (e.g., job burnout and job satisfaction) and
non-work outcomes (e.g., life satisfaction) (Cooper, 1983; Hight & Park, 2018; Martin, 1990;
Martin, Blum & Roman, 1992).
This study utilized the conservation of resource (COR) theory (Hobföll, 1989) and the
buffering hypothesis of social support (Cohen & Wills, 1985) to investigate the impacts of stress
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on worker well-being, which can provide a better understanding of how these affect other
important organizational outcomes (Yousaf et al., 2019) such as turnover intentions; in this case,
operationalized as intention to stay (IS) and intention to leave the industry/career turnover (CT).
There have been numerous scales developed to address a wide range of job stressor (Hurrell ,
Nelson, & Simmons, 1998) As mentioned earlier, job demands (workload and role conflict),
from Karasek’s (1985) Job Content Questionnaire (JCQ), has been widely used to operationalize
workplace stressors (Hurrell et al., 1998). Additionally, Rizzo et al.’s (1970) role conflict and
role ambiguity have also been extremely popular. However, some (cf. Hurrell et al., 1985;
Sparks & Cooper, 1999) argue that the choosing of stress constructs based on popularity or a
particular stress model may undermine the interest or requirements of the research; thus, this
research adopted a scale created and validated by Wong et al., (2021) that is specific to the hotel
industry and adapted to the restaurant context, creating a hospitality specific occupational stress
scale. Wong et al.’s (2021) scale was developed by conducting in-depth interviews, literature
review and pilot surveys. The measures contained 24 items from prior studies (Faulkner &
Patiar, 1997; Jogaratname & Buchanan, 2004; Hwang et al., 2013, 2014; Tongchaiprasit &
Ariyabuddhiphongs, 2016; Zohar, 1994) and include occupational stressors comprised of three
dimensions, those: related to traditional restaurant job characteristics (RWS), the current work
environments (CES) (contextualized to include conditions thought to be related to Covid-19) as
well as unfair labor practices (ULP).
Previous studies have found that high levels of occupational stress can lead to high levels
of voluntary turnover (Hwang et al., 2014). Hobföll’s (1989) COR theory suggests that stressful
situations may threaten to deplete an individual’s resources leading to negative outcomes such as
psychological strain or burnout, thus, in work settings employees will strive to maintain their
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pool of resources by perhaps looking for new employment. Additionally, COR posits that
resource losses (e.g., depletion of energy and passion for work or loss of income) will create
additional losses that can spiral out of control especially in resource poor communities like some
hourly hospitality workgroups. This suggests that workers who experience burnout or chronic
stress will likely experience other negative impacts on their well-being such as decreased job
satisfaction, life satisfaction or career satisfaction. According to Cohen and Will’s (1985)
buffering hypothesis, social support can counteract the negative impacts of stress, thus acting as
a moderator between occupational stress and its negative outcomes. This notion is supported and
expanded upon by COR theory’s (Hobföll, 1989) concept of resource caravans, where in
organizations with strong positive cultures, marked by strong organizational [social] support
(i.e., strong worker-employer, employee-colleague, and employee-client relationships), social
ecologies emerge to stimulate the kind of employee engagement that promotes excellence,
dedication, and commitment through resource passageways. Meaning, similar to Taylor et al.’s
(2000) tend-and-befriend theory, groups with strong social support can pool resources to get
through stressful situations together. The notion that social support can expand an individual’s
pool of resources has important implications to burnout research since different sources of
support (non-work and work) may be differently related to different dimensions of burnout
(Halbesleben, 2006). This research focused on stressors, strains (burnout), and support related to
the workplace. It is important to note that stressors in the workplace stressors scale included
factors that could spill over from non-work life (e.g., lack of time for family, worry about news
media coverage), in doing so investigated how these factors create stress in the context of the
work setting.
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2.6 Burnout
The term burnout was popularized in the early 1970s and drew from both fictional and
non-fictional writings that describe a phenomenon where, as a result of various factors, an
individual grows tired and loses a passion for one’s job (Maslach & Leiter, 2017). The study of
burnout had its roots in the work of Herbert Freudenberger (1974), who found a loss of
commitment and motivation of psychologist and counselors working in the field of treating drug
addiction. This term caught on and became a common word used to describe the psychological
problems developed by other health and human services professionals (Maslach, 1976). Burnout
was initially described as “a syndrome of emotional exhaustion and cynicism that occurs
frequently among individuals who do ‘people-work’ of some kind” by (Maslach & Jackson,
1981, p.99).” A majority of the research on burnout has been grounded in Maslach and
colleagues’ conceptualization of burnout, which they viewed as a multi-dimensional construct
containing emotional exhaustion, depersonalization/cynicism, and perceived lack of personal
accomplishment/professional inefficacy (Charoensukmongkol et al., 2016; Maslach & Jackson,
1981; Maslach & Leiter, 2008). Initially, burnout was applied to health and human service
workers, but has since been applied to many other professions, such as customer service,
manufacturing, maintenance, management, and most other professions (Maslach et al., MBI-GS,
n.d.) .
Maslach and Leiter (2016, p. 351), define exhaustion as “feelings of being overextended
and depleted of one's emotional and physical resources.” Consistent with COR theory, workers
become “drained” when their supply of energy becomes depleted and they lack any sources of
replenishment resulting in an inability to deal with people [patients or clients] (Maslach & Leiter,
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2016). According to Maslach & Leiter (2016, p. 351), “emotional exhaustion represents the basic
individual stress dimension of burnout.” Cynicism refers to “a negative, hostile, or an
excessively detached response to the job,” which can manifest as a sense of a pessimism. It
develops and serves as a self-protective buffer to minimize the effects of excessive emotional
exhaustion, but if left unresolved can lead to “dehumanization.” Cynicism represents the
interpersonal dimension of burnout. Professional inefficacy is defined as “a decline in feelings
of competence and productivity at work” (p. 352). People who continually feel inadequate at
their job eventually feel like a failure. “The inefficacy component represents the self-evaluation
dimension of burnout” (p. 352). According to Maslach and Leiter (2016), a unique and important
feature of burnout is the interpersonal component of burnout stemming from the influence of
relationships with clients, coworkers and supervisors. They argue that these relationships are
both the source of strain and a benefit to the worker, serving as a coping resource that can offset
the stress of the job, “Thus, if one were to look at burnout out of context, and simply focus on the
individual exhaustion component, one would lose sight of the phenomenon entirely” (p. 352).
Despite this view and prevalence of Maslach and colleague’s multi-dimensional approach
to burnout, others (cf. Cordes & Dougherty, 1993; Shirom, 1989) suggest that it be merely
viewed as a form of work-related exhaustion (Qiao & Schaufeli, 2011). Maslach herself notes
that emotional exhaustion is a “key aspect” of burnout (Maslach & Jackson, 1981, p. 99). Qia
and Schaufeli (2011), in a validation study of four burnout scales [Maslach Burnout InventoryGeneral Survey (MBIGS), the Burnout Measure (BM), the Shirom-Melamed Burnout Measure
(SMBM), and the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI)], presented the argument made by
various researchers that burnout should include two rather than three dimensions, based on the
premise that (1) professional inefficacy is a separate personality trait (Cordes & Dougherty,
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1993; Shirom, 2003), (2) that it is observed less frequently in burned-out individuals
(Brenninkmeijer & Van Yperen, 2003; Roelofs et al., 2005), and (3) from a psychometric
viewpoint, it may simply be an artifact (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007; Bresó, Salanova, &
Schaufeli, 2007; Halbeslenben & Demerouti, 2005; Demerouti et al., 2003).. In their study, Qiao
and Schaufeli (2011) concluded that a multidimensional construct consisting of two factors, one
related to exhaustion and one related to some form of withdrawal, should be used to represent
two separate but related components of burnout.
This dissertation followed this recommendation and utilized the Oldenburg Burnout
Inventory (OLBI; Demerouti, 1999) to assess burnout. The OLBI operationalizes burnout as two
dimensions: exhaustion and disengagement from work [the equivalent of Maslach’s emotional
exhaustion and cynicism] (Demerouti et al., 2001b). Demerouti and colleagues criticize the
psychometric quality of Maslach’s MBI scale for only having one-sided responses (i.e., all
negative for EE and all positive for PA), thus, included both positively and negatively worded
items for both exhaustion and disengagement. Additionally, in contrast to the MBI, OLBI
included both physical and cognitive forms of exhaustion, which they argued made it more
relevant to workers who perform both physically and mentally demanding work (Demerouti et
al., 2001b) such as the restaurant industry.
While the intention to include both positively and negatively worded items in the OLBI
was made intentionally to improve psychometric quality, Qiao & Schaufeli, (2011) point out that
including positively and negatively worded items may be problematic because, affective states
(positive versus negative) may be a result of different antecedents (Baumeister et al., 2001).
Thus, Qiao & Schaufeli, tested four plausible models using the OLBI: (1) the one factor model,
(2) two factor model (allowing emotional exhaustion to correlate), (3) the two-factor wording
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model (positive and negative), and (4) the four-factor model where the four factors (two
negatively worded scales—exhaustion and disengagement, and two positively worded scales—
energy and engagement) are allowed to be correlated with each other. Their results found that,
consistent with Baumeister et al.’s (2001) recommendation discouraging the mixing of positively
and negatively worded items when investigating affective states, the four-factor model fit the
data best, suggesting four separate dimensions (Exhaustion, Disengagement, Energy and
Engagement). Their conclusions provide support for conceptualizing burnout as a twodimensional construct containing the two related but distinct facets: exhaustion and withdrawal.
This study adopted this recommendation and operationalized burnout using the negatively
worded items from the OLBI (Demerouti et al., 2010) to represent: Exhaustion (EX) and Job
Disengagement (JD). Therefore, based and the prior literature review, this study hypothesized
that:
H1: Workplace stressors have a positive impact on exhaustion.
H2: Workplace stressors have a positive impact on job disengagement.

2.7 Workplace Social Support
Most occupational stress researchers would agree that psychosocial resources and
vulnerabilities play important roles in either buffering or exacerbating stress processes (Frone,
Russel, & Cooper, 1991). Social support, as a moderator, has likely received a majority of the
attention and can be “broadly defined as ‘the resources provided by one person to another’”
(Cohen & Syme, 1985, p. 4 as cited by Frone et al., 1991). There is ample research and
agreement that the presence of social support plays an important role in buffering the negative
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effects of stress on health and well-being Bolger et al., (2000). This notion was presented and
popularized based on the work of Cohen and Wills (1985), in “Stress, Social Support and the
Buffering Hypothesis” which asserted that social support was primarily beneficial to those in the
workplace who were experiencing stressful conditions. Despite the agreement about the
importance role social support plays in reducing the harmful effects of stress, there has been
inconsistency in the literature about the types of supports as well as the specific processes
through which support could provide a benefit (Beehr & McGrath, 1992). COR theory suggest
that social support serves as an important resource that can provide protection in preserving an
individual’s pool of resources, particularly when under times of stress, and can reduce them
when support is low (Hobföll, 2001). This has had important implications in burnout research.
The majority of burnout literature has focused on the social support from coworkers,
supervisors, and family members (Maslach & Leiter, 2017). According to Maslach & Leiter,
2017), it has also focused on the broader context of support within the community of the
organization (Drory & Shamir, 1988; Farber, 1984; Royal & Rossi, 1996). Community refers to
“the overall quality of social interaction at work, including issues of conflict, mutual support,
closeness, and the capacity to work as a team (Maslach & Leiter, 2017, p,. 46) Various forms of
support have shown different effects on the dimensions of burnout (Maslach & Leiter, 2017). For
example, supervisor support has been shown to have a greater effect on exhaustion, as a result of
the supervisor’s ability to affect the employee’s workload. Additionally, coworker support has
shown more influence on the dimension of accomplishment and efficacy, demonstrating the
importance of having good peer relationships (Maslach & Leiter, 2017). Finally, regardless of
the source of support all forms of support seem to positively relate to higher levels of
engagement, (Leiter & Maslach, 1988; Schnorpreil et al., 2002), which can be viewed as
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motivation and an antidote for burnout. The community approach and the differing effects from
various sources of support suggests salience in taking a holistic approach to investigating the
various sources of support that exist in the workplace.
Generally speaking, sources of social support within the organization would include
organizational support, supervisor support, and coworker support. What appears to be missing in
the literature is the support provided by the customer. Both Hobföll, (2011 p. 118) and Maslach
and Leiter (2016, p. 352) describe “client” relationships as a key component of burnout.
Additionally, in Quick et al.’s (1997, p. 198) Preventative Stress Management in Organizations,
1st edition, they provide a figure depicting the “individual’s social support networks,” which
include “clients” as a component of support in the organization support. (Interestingly, in the
second edition of this book, this figure is no longer included). This suggests there is a gap in the
literature and as mentioned in chapter 1 the role of customer-initiated support may be an
important resource for hospitality workers. Maslach and Leiter (2016) emphasize the significant
role that social relationships at work (clients, colleagues, and supervisors) play in burnout; either
by creating additional strain or by acting as a reward.
To date, research has mainly focused on the negative interactions between customers and
employees, conceptualizing and testing customer “incivility,” defined as “rude, impolite, and
discourteous action [of coworkers or customers] . . . uncivil is not openly intentional or
malicious” (Sliter et al., 2012, p. 122 as cited by Torres et al., 2017, p. 49). This is likely due to
the negativity bias (Cacioppo & Gardner, 1999), which makes negative influences seem more
salient than positive ones; however, investigating the influence of positive customer interactions
may bear fruit in the search for answers to questions related to the buffering hypothesis, namely
the types of workplace social support that can positively influence worker well-being by
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moderating the negative affect of stressors on burnout. Therefore, this dissertation will
conceptualize Workplace Support as: organizational support, supervisor support, coworker
support, customer-initiated support.
According to House (1981), social support stems from four types of support: emotional,
appraisal, informational, and instrumental. Emotional represents of form of empathy and or
caring. Appraisal take the form of feedback about provided in response to an individual’s role
performance or behavior. Informational support provides the individual with the necessary
information required to meet performance expectations. Instrumental support serves the
individual by providing behaviors and resources that meet their individual needs. Accordingly,
the organization, supervisors, colleagues, and customers play a central role in reducing work
related stress (Quick et al., 1997).

2.7.1 Perceived Organizational Support
Perceived organizational support (POS) refers to the degree to which an employee
believes the organization values their contribution and cares about their well-being (Eisenberger
et al., 1986; Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002). According to Eisenberger et al., (1986), employees
develop a global belief about the organization forming “humanlike” characterizations that the
individual perceives as favorable or unfavorable treatment, that is a result of whether or not the
organization likes or dislikes them (Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002, p. 2002). Based on the
notions of social exchange theories (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960), the employee-employer
relationship is trade-off of effort and loyalty, and any positive benefits received by either party
results in an obligation to reciprocate through favorable attitudes, behaviors, or actions (Rhoades
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& Eisenberger, 2002, p. 698). Accordingly organizational support theory has found that POS
leads to increased job satisfaction, positive attitudes, affective commitment, performance as well
as lowered withdrawal behavior. (Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002).

2.7.2 Perceived Supervisor Support
Perceived supervisor support (PSS) is defined, similarly to (POS), as “the degree to
which supervisors value their contributions and care about their well-being” (Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002, p. 700). Employees perceive their supervisors as representatives of the
organization, thus view their positive or negative interactions with their supervisors as indicative
of the organization’s support (Eisenberger et al., 2001). Additionally, associates receive
evaluations about their performance from their supervisor, which is then shared with upper
management [the organization], subsequently strengthening the perceived supervisor’s
association with the organization (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). This association is evident
from conceptualizations perceived supervisor support that operationalize it by substituting the
word supervisor in place of organization in Eisenberger et al.’s (1986) original survey of
perceived organizational support (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Additionally, according to
Eisenberger et al., (2002) research has normally indicated that PSS leads to POS (e.g.,
Hutchison, 1997a; Malatesta, 1995; Rhoades et al., 2001; Yoon et al., 1996; Yoon & Lim, 1999);
however, some have argued the contrary (e.g., Yoon & Tye, 2000). Like POS, PSS has also been
negatively associated with turnover and mediated by important organizational outcomes such as
organizational commitment (Dawley et al., 2010). Likewise, supervisor support plays an
important role in the development of burnout because they can influence the attitudes and
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behaviors of their employees (Charoensukmongkol et al., 2016; Liaw et al, 2010). This stems
from the supervisor’s ability to allocate resources and design various aspects of the job
(Charoensukmongkol et al., 2016). The notion that the supervisor plays an important role in
employee well-being is consistent with leader-member exchange theory, which posits highquality dyadic relationships between the employee and supervisor creates an increased level of
affect [liking], loyalty, contribution, and respect (Charoensukmongkol et al., 2016; Graen & UhlBien, 1995). Thus, supervisor support plays an important role in diminishing various dimensions
of burnout as well as creating positive attitudes such as job satisfaction (Charoensukmongkol et
al., 2016).

2.7.3 Perceived Coworker Support
Susskind et al., (2003) felt it was necessary to build upon and extend the work of
Eisenberg et al.’s (1986) work in developing organizational support theory. Susskind et al.,
(2003) extended the forms of organizational support, beyond POS and PSS, to include support
from coworkers. They argued that, in customer-service-exchange (CSX) oriented situations [such
as hospitality], the support from coworkers, in addition to support from supervisors, was more
appropriate given the interrelated nature of the service environment. Perceived coworkers
support (PCWS) refers to “the extent to which employees believe their coworkers are willing to
provide them with work-related assistance to aid in the execution of their service-based duties”
(Susskind et al., 2003, p. 181). According to Susskind et al., (2003), workers in service-oriented
occupations see support from their coworkers as vital to both workplace morale and the ability to
accomplish the specific task-oriented demands of the job. Susskind’s initial conceptualization of
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(PCWS) posited that the presence of coworker support was essential to customer orientation
(commitment to customers), and ultimately customer satisfaction. Since that time, others have
stressed the importance of good interpersonal relationships other important organizational
outcomes such as reducing turnover (Tews et al., 2013). Beehr et al. (2000) suggested that
communication between employees about work and non-work issues can buffer the formation of
negative attitudes at work. There is strong evidence that coworker support is negatively related
to turnover and turnover intentions (c.f. meta-analysis by Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008; Griffeth et
al., 2000; NG & Sorenson, 2008); however, inconsistent finding and a limited amount of
research on the role of coworker support and turnover suggests that more research involving
these constructs is needed (Tews et al., 2013). Specifically, research investigating the buffering
effect of coworker support is limited and inconclusive, especially in determining its role in
mitigating burnout (Charoensukmongkol et al., 2016).

2.7.4 Perceived Customer- Initiated Support
As noted earlier, studies investigating the influence of customer behaviors on employee
outcomes has focused on customer mistreatment, and the opportunity to investigate the positive
influence of customer interactions has been overlooked (Zhang et al., 2020). With some
exception (e.g., Zhang et al., 2020; Zimmermann et al, 2011) Very few studies have
conceptualized customer as a component of workplace support, which has mainly focused on
POS, PSS, and PCWS. Hence, this study addressed this gap in the literature by including
customer-initiated support in the conceptualization of workplace support.
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[Perceived] Customer-initiated support is defined as “instrumental and emotional
behavior that customers direct towards employees during the customer contact, making it easier
to cope with service demands” (Zimmerman, et al., 2011 p. 37) or more refined by Zhang et al.,
(2020, p. 5) “support from customers to help employees deal with service demands.” According
to Zimmermann et al., (2011), this definition aligns with previous definitions of social support,
which have hypothesized support as an important stress buffer (e.g., Cohen & Wills, 1985).
Zimmerman et al., (2011) conceptualized [perceived] customer-initiated support (PCIS), based
on Cohen & Wills, (1985) [similar to House’s (1981) conceptualization of support] six sources
of support: material, behavioral, emotional, informational, support through feedback, and support
through attachment/integration. Zimmermann et al, (2011) posited support from customers
stemmed from: 1) behavioral support—adapting to the service process (e.g., giving employees
information quickly when employees are in a hurry), (2) emotional support—appreciating the
employees’ work efforts (e.g., expressing praise and gratitude); (3) informational support—
providing the necessary information to simplify the process (e.g., providing appropriate
information to make the service experience easier); (4) feedback— acknowledging employee
competence (e.g., taking an employee’s recommendation or providing potential modifications
during the service interaction); (5) attachment—liking the employees (e.g., showing signs or
gestures that show the customer likes the employees).
Zimmermann et al., (2011), based on conservation of resources theory (Hobföll, 1989),
viewed PCIS as an important antecedent to employees’ positive affect. Their findings suggest,
based on emotional contagion theory (Pugh, 2001), that PCIS can act as a mechanism to improve
positive affect in both the customer and employee during service encounters. Zhang et al. (2020),
investigated PCIS as an antecedent to proactive customer service performance and motivation
75

(employee self-efficacy, work meaning, and positive affect). Their findings indicate that PCIS
was positively related to all three hypothesized dimensions of motivation, which fully mediated
proactive customer-oriented behavior. This suggest that PCIS could act as a buffer to the
multiple dimensions of burnout, which can be viewed as the inverse of motivation (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001b).
According to House (1981), social support stems from three types of support: emotional,
appraisal, informational, and instrumental. Emotional represents of form of empathy and or
caring. Appraisal takes the form of feedback about provided in response to an individual’s role
performance or behavior. Informational support provides the individual with the necessary
information required to meet performance expectations. Instrumental support serves the
individual by providing behaviors and resources that meet their individual needs. Accordingly,
supervisors, colleagues and customers play a central role in reducing work related stress (Quick
et al., 1997). Therefore, based and the prior literature review, this study hypothesized that:
H3: Workplace support negatively moderates the relationship between workplace stressors and
exhaustion.
H3a: Perceived organizational support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H3b: Perceived supervisor support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H3c: Perceived coworker support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H3d: Perceived customer-initiated support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and exhaustion.
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H4: Workplace support negatively moderates the relationship between workplace stressors and
job disengagement.
H4a: Perceived organizational support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H4b: Perceived supervisor support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H4c: Perceived coworker support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H4d: Perceived customer-initiated support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and job disengagement.

2.8 Employee Job Satisfaction
Employee job satisfaction refers to “the pleasurable emotional state resulting from the
appraisal of one’s job as achieving or facilitating the achievement of one’s job values” (Locke,
1969, p. 316). Job satisfaction greatly influences the positive psychological outcomes that
improve organizational effectiveness in ways such as greater affective and continuance
commitment, and lower employee turnover intentions (Yang, 2010). It has been well established
that poor job satisfaction leads to employee turnover (Ghiselli, 2001) and there is ample evidence
that job stress is a major cause of job dissatisfaction (Kim et al., 2014). These relationships
[stress, satisfaction, turnover] date back to Beehr and Newman’s (1978) coping model of stress,
which suggests that various facets such as environmental work conditions (e.g. work stressors
and job demands) and individual characteristics (e.g., personality and physical ability) lead to
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organizational outcomes (e.g., turnover and absenteeism) or adaptive responses (e.g., seeking
support from others) through psychological processes (e.g., perceptions and evaluations) (Hight
& Park 2018). This the model shares some of the assumptions of Lazarus’s (1966) transactional
where individuals appraise a situation to assess whether or not they can overcome the demands
of the situations. This appraisal-coping process was also adopted and expanded upon by others
such as Hobföll’s (1989) COR theory and Demerouti et al.’s (2001b) JDR model, hence is a core
process in studying factors in work environment that relate to job satisfaction. In demanding and
labor-intensive work cultures, like the U.S. restaurant industry, considerable importance has been
placed on job satisfaction (Hight & Park 2018). Therefore, based and the prior literature review,
this study hypothesized that:
H5: Exhaustion has a negative impact on job satisfaction.
H6: Job disengagement has a negative impact on job satisfaction.

2.9 Turnover Intentions: Intentions to Stay with the Employer (IS),
and Intention to Leave the Industry/Career Change (CT)
Turnover intentions describe an individual’s behavioral intent to leave an organization
(Lu et al., 2016) and according to Joo and Park (2010) is one of the most accurate predictors of
actual turnover. Bester (2012) suggests that various researchers (Hom, et al., 1984; Mobley,
1982; Mowday, et al., 1982; Steers, 1977) agree that turnover intention can be viewed as the
final step in the decision-making process before a person actually leaves a workplace (Bothma &
Roodt, 2003). “Turnover intention can therefore be described as an individual’s behavioral
intention or conation, in Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) framework of planned behavior, to leave
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the employ[ment] of the organization” (Bothma & Roodt, 2003, p. 2), or more simply defined as,
a “conscious and deliberate desire to leave an organization within the near future and considered
the last part of a sequence in the withdrawal cognition process” (Mobley et al., 1978 as cited by
Cho et al., 2009, p. 374). In contrast, intention to stay would be considered and employees’
conscious and deliberate intent to stay with a particular organization and reflects an individual’s
affective commitment to the organization (Tett & Meyer, 1993). Generally speaking, most would
consider intention to stay to be the direct opposite of intention to leave; however, while previous
research generally did not discriminate between antecedents of turnover intentions some have
argued that intention to stay and intention to leave are not “two sides of the same coin” (Cho et
al., 2009, p. 375). This suggestion is similar to Herzberg’s (1966) two-factor theory (also known
as) motivation-hygiene theory, which posits that factors in the job that create satisfaction were
distinct from those that caused dissatisfaction (Robbins et al., 2020). Herzberg argued that
factors he called motivators such as recognition and opportunity for advancement were
responsible for satisfaction, while hygiene factors such as working conditions and company
policy did not necessarily cause satisfaction, but when found to be inadequate could cause
dissatisfaction. This suggests that a stressful work environment or a lack of social support may
create demotivation for the worker and eventually, when the condition becomes chronic, will
manifest as burnout.
To date, most of the research aimed at understanding employee turnover have focused on
intention to leave, mainly by focusing on the job satisfaction or organizational commitment
turnover perspective; however, there is increased interests in other antecedents such as other
forms of satisfaction (e.g., life satisfaction) (Rubenstein, et al., 2018). While studies investigating
factors that influence intention to stay are scant (Cho et al., 2009), there seems to be an increased
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interest in looking at what makes workers want to stay rather that how to avoid making them
leave. This approached has started to yield significant results. For example, Iverson and Roy
(1994) found that factors such as organizational commitment, physical working conditions and
job security increased intent to stay, while job hazards decreased this intention to stay. While this
has important implications, it would be interesting to determine if certain factors influenced
intention to leave more than intention to stay, such as Cho et al.’s (2009) findings that only
perceived organizational support and organizational commitment decreased intention to leave,
while only perceived organizational support positively influenced intention to say.
Rubenstein et al. (2018), conducted the most recent meta-analysis on voluntary turnover
and confirmed both satisfaction and commitment are excellent predictors of turnover intentions,
with very little difference between industries or jobs. They emphasize the importance of
including one of these constructs (satisfaction or commitment) into new turnover research
models, especially when including new variable, which they suggest, the time has come to
introduce more complex models, from different theoretical perspectives. Hence, they recommend
expanding research models to included additional constructs that create contextual multi-level
influence such as the influence of social networks as well as factors that could be linked to
engagement such as job characteristics, work climate, leader behaviors, stress, (lack of) work
family conflict and others (Rubenstein et al., 2018). This research took a multi-faceted
perspective by investigating turnover from two viewpoints: intention to stay with the employer
(retention/stayers) and intention to leave the industry (drop out/leaver).

80

2.9.1 Intention to Stay with the Employer (IS)
Intentions to stay refers to “an employees’ conscious and deliberate willfulness to stay
with an organization” (Cho et al., 2009, p. 375; Tett and Meyer, 1993). As previously noted,
intention to leave and intention to stay should not be considered the direct opposite, stemming
from the notion that a variable that makes someone quit may not necessarily be the reason why
someone stays with an employer (Cho et al., 2009). These predictors may have no influence or
may have more or less influence on one or the other (Cho et al., 2009). In many cases,
researchers use the terms intention to stay and intention to leave interchangeably; however,
intention to stay should not be the converse of intention to leave (Cho et al., 2009; Black &
Stevens, 1989). As noted earlier, intention to stay and intention to leave are the best single
predictors of actual turnover behavior (Igharia & Greenhaus, 1992).

2.9.2 Intention to Leave the Industry/Career Change (CT)
The majority of research on voluntary turnover has focused on an individual’s desire or
decision to end an employment arrangement with a particular organization (Rubenstein et al.,
2018). Thus, the intention to change careers [occupational withdrawal] has received limited
attention (Rhodes & Doering, 1993). Career turnover refers to an individual’s “movement to a
new occupation that is not part of a typical career progression” (Rhodes & Doering, 1983, p. 631,
citing Lawrence, 1980). There is an “overlap” in turnover and career change (p.631); however,
there is a distinction between leaving the occupation and leaving an organization (Rhodes &
Doering, 1983) For example, a line-cook who becomes a kitchen manager is not changing
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careers or leaving the occupation; hence, they may even do so by leaving their current employer,
which would be considered voluntary turnover in the traditional sense.
According to Bufquin et al. (2021), since Rhodes and Doering (1983) introduced their
comprehensive integrated model of a career change, there have been many studies that found
career turnover was a result of a few different factors such as low levels of person-work
environment fit (Donohue, 2006), lack of upward career mobility (McGinley and Martinez,
2018), job insecurity (Shropshire and Kadlec, 2012) and, notably, substance use (Hoffmann et
al., 2007). Additionally, Chang and Busser, 2009 noted that long-work hours and insufficient
compensation were major reasons that hospitality management graduates chose to leave the
industry.
These high demands and low returns have likely been exacerbated, negatively affecting
worker well-being, by the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic. Bufquin et al. (2021) confirmed this
notion and found that work stress during this period has led to increased psychological strain,
increased drug and alcohol use, as well as an increased desire to look for employment in a
different industry. These findings, along with the paucity of research investigating career change
intentions, suggests there is an opportunity to simultaneously (as suggested by Cho et al., 2009)
investigate career turnover intentions with retention intentions; specifically, to determine how
job satisfaction may differently relate to intention to stay with your current employer (IS) and
intention to leave the restaurant industry altogether/career turnover (CT) when considering the
influence of burnout (exhaustion and job disengagement). Therefore, based and the prior
literature review, this study hypothesized that:
H7: Job satisfaction has a positive impact on intention to stay with the employer.
H8: Job satisfaction has a negative impact on intention to leave the industry (career turnover).
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2.10 Hypothesized Research Model
Below you will find the hypothesized research model containing all of the paths and
hypotheses tested in this study.

Figure 3: Hypothesized Research Model
H1: Workplace stressors have a positive impact on exhaustion.
H2: Workplace stressors have a positive impact on job disengagement.
H3: Workplace support negatively moderates the relationship between workplace stressors and
exhaustion.
H3a: Perceived organizational support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H3b: Perceived supervisor support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H3c: Perceived coworker support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and exhaustion.

83

H3d: Perceived customer-initiated support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H4: Workplace support negatively moderates the relationship between workplace stressors and
job disengagement.
H4a: Perceived organizational support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H4b: Perceived supervisor support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H4c: Perceived coworker support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H4d: Perceived customer-initiated support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H5: Exhaustion has a negative impact on job satisfaction.
H6: Job disengagement has a negative impact on job satisfaction.
H7: Job satisfaction has a positive impact on intention to stay with the employer.
H8: Job satisfaction has a negative impact on intention to leave the industry (career turnover).

2.11 Chapter Summary
This chapter provided a comprehensive review of the occupational stress literature,
including concepts of well-being and burnout. The theoretical justification for the formation of
the hypothesized research model was provided and the constructs included in the research model
were defined and operationalized based on prior literature. Finally, the hypothesized research
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model including the hypotheses, paths, and direction were presented based on the extensive
literature review
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

3.1 Chapter Introduction
This chapter presents the research design, target population, and sampling methods used
to achieve the objectives of this study. The items used in the survey instrument are presented
with a brief description of each scale and a table including all of the items used to measure each
construct, including the source, is provided. Finally, a discussion of the statistical tests and
analysis methods employed to test the hypothesis in this study will be presented.

3.2 Research Design
This study employed a quantitative cross-sectional methodology utilizing an online selfadministered survey containing structured questions. The rationale for using a quantitative
method for this study is appropriate because we are interested in investigating the relationships
(measuring the degree of association) between two or more variables (Creswell, 2014). This is
known as correlational design and may also be referred to as descriptive correlational design
(Altinay et al., 2015). According to Altinay et al. (2015), there are two main research
philosophies: positivism and phenomenology. Since the objective here is to look at the facts to
identify possible causal relationships, we are utilizing a positivist viewpoint; thus, the method
should employ a structured methodology to collect quantifiable data from large samples (Altinay
et al., 2015). This is approach is known as the deductive approach, which is most often
associated with quantitative research. Deduction is the “human process of going of going from
one thing to another, i.e., of “moving from the known to the unknown” (Spangler, 1986, p. 101).
86

This means the researcher must have a clear theoretical position prior to collecting data (Altinay
et al., 2015). In other words, the researcher must utilize existing literature and theory to propose
conclusions, develop hypotheses, and test these hypotheses through an experiment, survey, or
some other form of empirical inquiry to corroborate or refute these hypotheses to either confirm
or modify existing theory (Altinay et al., 2015; Robson, 2002).
In the case of this research, a survey was employed to test the COR theory (resource
loss/gain spirals and resource caravans) (Hobföll, 1989) and the buffering hypothesis of social
support (Cohen & Wills, 1985). Survey questionnaires provide a quantitative or numeric
description of trends, attitudes, or opinions by drawing a sample from the population (Creswell,
2014). These studies can involve either a longitudinal or cross-sectional design, with the intent to
make generalizations from the sample about the population (Fowler, 2008; Creswell, 2014).
Because the primary aim of this study was deductive (i.e., describe and explain the patterns of
relationships and interactions between the various relationship (Altinay et al., 2015) and
descriptive, a cross-sectional sampling method was used. A cross-sectional study is one where a
sample of the target population is collected at a single point in time so the relationships among
variables can be cross-tabulated (Zikmund, 2002). While this study focused on a particular point
in time, the results and final model presented here provides a baseline for a future longitudinal
study where the first study is replicated, and comparisons are made to looking to investigate the
effects of stress on restaurant worker well-being over time (Creswell, 2014).
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3.3 Population and Sampling Frame
The target population for this study included hourly employees of the U.S. hospitality
food and beverage industry; therefore, front-of-the-house (FOH) (guest contact) employees
working in the full-service restaurant sector were targeted. The rationale behind targeting this
restaurant segment is two-fold. First, full-service restaurants contain various types of FOH
employee positions (e.g., server, host, busser, bartender, food runner), and targeting specific
segments will capture the perceptions of workers working in a similar domain. Second, the
physically demanding nature or “stressfulness” of the work and the degree of support from the
various sources at work may differ based on position (e.g., servers versus busser). This is an
important test of two core concepts of the COR theory: loss/gain spirals and caravans.
Data was collected using an online survey in Qualtrics and distributed through Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk. Amazon Mechanical Turk or M-Turk provides an affordable method for quick
data collection and “compare favorably to larger, slower, more expensive studies” (Bentley et al.,
2017, p. 1098). Utilizing an online survey has many benefits to researchers (Pizam et al., 2016),
including: speed, flexibility, ease of distribution, and cost-effectiveness (Wright, 2005).
Additionally, online surveys allow you to reach many participants across a large geographic area
(Dillman et al., 2014). Secondly, online surveys can be more engaging and fun (Pizam et al.,
2016).
A non-probabilistic, purposive, or judgmental convenience sample was employed to
obtain approximately 350 hourly restaurant employees. A non-probability sample is defined as
one where it is not possible to specify the probability that any person on which the survey is
based will be included in the sample (Creswell, 2014; Smith, 1983). While non-probability is not
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likely to allow you to make valid generalizations, utilizing purposive convenience sampling can
be useful when the population is so widely dispersed, such as it is in the case of the restaurant
industry because of the size and scope, that probability sampling is not practical (Altinay et al.,
2016). While the ability to generalize across the entire restaurant population may be a limitation
of this study, the study can provide some generalizability to FOH workers in the full-service
restaurant segment. This is because workers of the full-service restaurant segment were
purposely selected or “handpicked” by using qualifying questions in the survey administrating
procedures. Participants were first screened to ensure they met the minimum requirements (at
least 18 years old and currently employed as a FOH employee in a full-service restaurant) before
completing the self-administered survey. The underlying assumption of using a purposive
sampling strategy is that the participating respondents are indeed representative of the specified
population (Altinay et al., 2016), in this case, FOH full-service restaurant workers.

3.4 Sample Size
An important consideration for all researchers is determining an appropriate sample size
(Shaefer & Dillman, 1998). The primary concern of establishing a proper sample size is ensuring
adequate power to provide statistical validity to the inferences proposed by the study (Sivo et al.,
2006). There are various guidelines considering the appropriate samples size for a study utilizing
SEM, and the sample size will vary depending on the statistical tool used and the complexity of
the model (Hair et al., 2010). In general, PLS-SEM is complementary to CB-SEM and is more
appropriate for exploratory versus confirmatory research; thus, studies using CB-SEM (such as
this study) require a larger sample size and there is an assumption or requirement for normality
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in the data (Hair et al., 2014). According to Hair et al. (2010, p. 643), there are five
considerations to be made when determining sample size for SEM, including: (1) multivariate
normality of the data, (2) estimation technique, (3) model complexity, (4) amount of missing
data, and (5) the average error of variance among the reflective indicators.
This study is utilizing PLS-SEM, which is often cited as being appropriate for studies that
have a small sample size since normality is not a pre-requisite; however, a larger sample size
leads to higher levels of statistical power, hence ensuring an adequate sample size i.e., the
minimum sample size will ensure the results are robust (Hair et al., 2017). Two often cited rules
of thumb to establish appropriate sample size are 1) 10 times the number of constructs in the
proposed model, or 2) 10 times the largest number of single items in a single construct in the
proposed model (Hair et al., 2017). According to these rules of thumb, this study would require
a minimum of 120 or 130 cases, respectively, since there are 12 constructs and one of the work
stress constructs contains 13 items. In addition, a priori statistical power analysis was conducted
using G-Power. The G-Power software calculates the minimum sample size for a study using
various statistical methods, in this case, SEM (Faul et al., 2007). To calculate the required
sample size, an anticipated effect size f2 = 0.30, error prob α = 0.05, and power (1- β) = 0.95, and
60 single-item predictors was entered into the calculator. Based on these parameters, the
resulting minimum sample size for the study was estimated at 198 cases and the 350 cases
initially collected should provide adequate statistical power.
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3.5 Questionnaire Development
The self-administered survey instrument employed in this study was developed in
accordance with the existing literature following guidelines suggested by (Dillman et al., 2014).
The existing scales were contextualized using expert panel review. The survey begins with
qualifier questions which must be completed prior to gaining access to the rest of the questions.
Next, respondents were asked to complete items representing the constructs included in the
hypothesized research model. The participants were asked to indicate their level of agreement
with the statements using a 7-Point Likert Scale: (1 strongly disagree; 7 strongly agree). Finally,
respondents were asked to provide demographic information that will be used for descriptive
statistics, control variables, and potential intervening variables in future studies. The qualifying
questions and demographic variables are found in Table 2. A copy of the complete survey
instrument can be found in Appendix A.
Table 2: Demographic and Control Variables
Qualifier Questions
[age] Are you older than 18? (yes or no)
[rest] Do you work as an hourly FOH employee in a full-service restaurant? (yes or no)
[job] What is your primary job? (Server, Host, Busser, Bartender, Food Runner, Otherplease specify, Manager-to qualify/exclude)
Employee/Restaurant Background
[chain] Would you say you work for a chain or non-chain restaurant? (chain or non-chain)
[corp] Would you say you work for a corporate or privately-owned restaurant? (corporate or
privately owned)
[j_tenure] How long have you worked in your current role at this organization?
[c_tenure] How many years total have you worked in the restaurant business?
[inc] What is your average hourly pay rate in U.S. dollars (including tips and before taxes)?
[xtrain] How many different positions are you currently cross-trained in at this organization?
[ftype] What best describes the organization you work for? (casual-dining, upscale-casual,
fine dining, quick-casual)
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Demographic Variables
[dob_year] What is your year of birth?
[sex] What is your gender? (Male, Female, Non-binary/third Gender, Prefer not to say)
[edu] What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you
received?
[mar] Are you now married, widowed, divorced, separated, or never married?
[hhinc] What is your total annual household income?
[empstat] Which statement best describes your current employment status? (part-time, fulltime)
[zip] What is your ZIP code?
Covid-19 Experiences
Please provide some insight into your work experiences during the Covid-19 pandemic,
from January 2020 until the present.
[LOstat] Since the start of the Covid-19 pandemic until the present, I have experienced
being: (only furloughed, only laid-off, both laid-off and furloughed, neither laid-off or
furloughed
[LOfreq] Since the start of the Covid-19 pandemic until the present, how many times have
you been laid-off/furloughed?
[LOtime] In total, since the start of the Covid-19 pandemic until now, how long were you
laid-off/furloughed?
[Cvdstat] What best describes how the Covid-19 pandemic influenced your current work
situation? (I returned to my original employer (the one who employed me during the start of
the pandemic Jan-Mar of 2020), I quit and found an adequate new job, I quit and found a
new and better job, I never left my original employer (the one who employed me during the
start of the pandemic Jan-Mar of 2020), I started working my first restaurant job after the
first lockdowns ended in April-May 2020)
[n_fdbck] Negative Impacts of Covid-19: Please share any comments you would like about
how Covid-19 has negatively impacted your work and work environment:
[p_fdbck] Any Positive Impacts of Covid-19: Please share any comments you would like
about how Covid-19 has positively impacted your work and work environment:
3.5.1 Workplace Stressors
As discussed earlier, sources of stress [workplace stressors] have been conceptualized in
numerous ways. This study conceptualized and operationalized workplace stressors using a scale
created and validated in the hotel setting by Wong et al., (2021) and adapted to the restaurant
context, creating a hospitality-specific occupation stress scale. Wong et al.’s (2021) scale was
developed by conducting in-depth interviews, literature review, and pilot surveys. The measures,
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presented in Table 3, contained 23 items from prior studies (Faulkner & Patiar, 1997;
Jogaratname & Buchanan, 2004; Hwang et al., 2013, 2014; Tongchaiprasit &
Ariyabuddhiphongs, 2016; Zohar, 1994) and included occupational stressors comprised of three
dimensions, those: related to traditional restaurant job characteristics (RWS), the current work
environments (CES) [contextualized to include conditions thought to be related to Covid-19] as
well as unfair labor practices (ULP). Participants are asked to rate their perception of
occupational stressors using the following statement: “In the current situation of the COVID-19
pandemic, I think _______________is the reason that causes my occupation stress.” Examples of
RWSs included “excessive workload, long working hours, and tight working time.” Examples of
CES included “concerns about layoff, staff shortages, and unstable job environment.” Examples
of ULP included “unfair labor policies, forced unpaid leave, and demands to perform the work of
other departments.”
Table 3: Stressors: Restaurant Work Stressors (RWS), Current Environment Stressors (CES),
and Unfair Labor Practices (ULP)
Dim. 1
Traditional restaurant-work stressors (RWS)
RWS_1
Excessive workload
RWS_2
Long working hours
RWS_3
Tight working time
RWS_4
Work demands on private life
RWS_5
Emotional stress from customers
RWS_6
Repetitive work
RWS_7
Too much job variety
RWS_8
Lack of time with family
RWS_9
Demands of a better personal performance
RWS_10 Poor cooperation with other staff/departments (FOH/BOH)
RWS_11 Lack of involvement in decision making
Dim. 2
Unstable and more demanding restaurant-work-environment stressors (CES)
CES_1
Concerns about lay off
CES_2
Staff shortage
CES_3
Concerns about salary cut
CES_4
Unstable job environment
CES_5
Emotional stress from current negative news
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Dim. 2
CES_6
CES_7
CES_8
Dim. 3
ULP_1
ULP_2
ULP_3

Unstable and more demanding restaurant-work-environment stressors (CES)
Insufficient resources for work (e.g., offering masks)
Frequent reporting/documentation about hygiene issues
Demanding hygiene policies or guidelines
Unfair Labor Practices (ULP)
Unfair labor policies
Forced unpaid leave
Demand to replace the job duties with other departments (e.g., kitchen, dish, host,
dining room)
ULP_4
Demand to submit new ideas/proposals for attracting new customers every day.
Source: Wong et al., (2021).
Participants are asked to rate their perception of occupational stressors using the following statement: In the
current situation of the COVID-19 pandemic, I think _______________is the reason that causes my occupation
stress. The participants indicate their level of agreement with the statements using a 7-Point Likert Scale: (1
strongly disagree; 7 strongly agree) The higher the score, the greater the organizational stress.

3.5.2 Strain (Burnout)
This study operationalized burnout, following the recommendation of Qiao and
Schaufeli (2011) to include the negatively worded items from the OLBI (Demerouti et al., 2010)
to represent: Exhaustion (EX) and Job Disengagement (JD). Whereas exhaustion is considered
the most important dimension of burnout, it is best conceptualized with two related but distinct
components representing exhaustion and withdrawal cognitions (Qiao & Schaufeli, 2011).
Exhaustion contains four items related to both physical and emotional strain. Examples include
“there are days when I feel tired before I arrive at work, and during my work, I feel emotionally
drained.” Job disengagement includes four items reflecting an individual’s distancing of oneself
from the content and other aspects of the job. Examples include “it happens more and more often
that I talk about my work in a negative way, and sometimes I feel sickened by my work tasks.”
The original OLBI was measured using a 5-point Likert scale; however, this study will utilize the
7-point Likert scale to maintain consistency with the other items in the questionnaire. See Table
4 for all items in this scale.
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Table 4: Psychological Strain—Burnout: Exhaustion (EX) and Job Disengagement (JD)
Dim. 1 Exhaustion (EX)
EX_1 There are days when I feel tired before I arrive at work.
EX_2 After work, I tend to need more time than in the past in order to relax and feel better.
EX_3 During my work, I often feel emotionally drained.
EX_4 After my work, I usually feel worn out and weary.
Dim. 2 Job Disengagement (JD)
JD_1
It happens more and more often that I talk about my work in a negative way.
JD_2
Lately, I tend to think less at work and do my job almost mechanically.
JD_3
Over time, one can become disconnected from this type of work.
JD_4
Sometimes I feel disgusted by my work tasks.
Source: Demerouti et al., (2010).
The participants indicate their level of agreement with the statements using a 7-Point Likert Scale: (1 strongly
disagree; 7 strongly agree) The higher the score, the greater the burnout, i.e., exhaustion or job disengagement.

3.5.3 Perceived Organizational Support (POS)
Perceived Organizational Support (POS) was operationalized using 6 items (shown in
Table 5) from Eisenberger et al., (2001) (see also Eisenberger et al., 1986). Items were measured
using a 7-point Likert scale. These items were found to show good reliability and validity (e.g.,
Eisenberger et al., 1990; Shore & Wayne, 1993). Examples include “my organization takes pride
in my accomplishments, and my organization really cares about my well-being.”
Table 5: Perceived Organizational Support (POS)
POS_1
My organization takes pride in my accomplishments.
POS_2
My organization really cares about my well-being.
POS_3
My organization values my contributions to its well-being.
POS_4
My organization strongly considers my goals and values.
POS_5
My organization shows a lot of concern for me.
POS_6
My organization is willing to help me if I need a special favor.
Source: Eisenberger et al., (2001)
The participants indicate their level of agreement with the statements using a 7-Point Likert Scale: (1 strongly
disagree; 7 strongly agree) The higher the score, the greater the perceived level of organizational support.
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3.5.4 Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS)
Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS) was operationalized using 3 items (shown in Table
6) from Dawley et al., (2010) that included 2 items that were adapted from Eisenberger, et al.,
(2002) and Eisenberger, et al., (1986) and 1 item they created and believed represented a
collection of several items found in those scales. Items were measured using a 7-point Likert
scale. Examples include “I am very satisfied with my supervisor, and I like working with my
supervisor.”
Table 6: Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS)
PSS_1
I am very satisfied with my supervisor.
PSS_2
My supervisor cares about my well-being.
PSS_3
I like working with my supervisor.
Source: Dawley et al., (2010)
The participants indicate their level of agreement with the statements using a 7-Point Likert Scale: (1 strongly
disagree; 7 strongly agree) The higher the score, the greater the perceived level of supervisor support.

3.5.5 Perceived Coworker Support (PCWS)
Perceived Coworker Support Perceived Supervisor Support (PCWS) was operationalized
using 3 items (shown in Table 7) from Susskind et al. (2003). Examples include “I find my
coworkers very helpful in performing my job, and when performing my work, I rely heavily on
my coworkers.” Items were measured using a 7-point Likert scale.
Table 7: Perceived Coworker Support(PCWS)
PCWS_1 I find my coworkers very helpful in performing my job.
PCWS_2 When performing my service duties, I rely heavily on my coworkers.
PCWS_3 My coworkers provide me with important work-related information and advice that
make performing my job easier.
Source: Susskind et al., (2003).
The participants indicate their level of agreement with the statements using a 7-Point Likert Scale: (1 strongly
disagree; 7 strongly agree) The higher the score, the greater the perceived level of coworker support.
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3.5.6 Perceived Customer-Initiated Support (PCIS)
The author of this study developed Perceived Customer-Initiated Support (PCIS) by
adapting items from Zimmermann et al. (2011). Five items (shown in Table 8) were revised to
reflect the types of customer-initiated support that might be experienced during the dyadic
customer-employee interactions that occur in the restaurant setting. These items represent five
forms of (PCIS): (1) behavioral, (2) informational, (3) feedback, (4) emotional, and (5) liking
(affect). Examples include, “customers trust in my competencies, and Customers explicitly value
my work effort.” Items were measured using a 7-point Likert scale.
Table 8: Perceived Customer-Initiated Support (PCIS)
Original items
Revised Items
PCIS_1 The customer adapted to my working Customers adapt to my service processes
process (behavioral support).
(behavioral support).
PCIS_2 The customer facilitated the service
Customers actively participate in the service
conversation through his/her
conversation using their previous knowledge
previous knowledge (informational
(informational support).
support).
PCIS_3 The customer trusted in my
Customers trust in my competencies
competencies (support through
(support through feedback).
feedback).
PCIS_4 The customer explicitly valued my
Customers explicitly value my work effort
work effort (emotional support).
(emotional support).
PCIS_5 The customer and I were on the same Customers and I are on the same wavelength
wavelength (liked customers).
(liked customers).
Source: Zimmermann et al., (2011).
The participants indicate their level of agreement with the statements using a 7-Point Likert Scale: (1 strongly
disagree; 7 strongly agree) The higher the score, the greater the perceived level of customer initiate support.

3.5.7 Job Satisfaction (JS)
Job satisfaction (JS) was operationalized using 3 items (shown in Table 9) from Hackman
and Oldham (1975). Examples include “All in all, I am satisfied with my job, and In general, I
like working at this organization.” Items were measured using a 7-point Likert scale.
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Table 9: Job Satisfaction (JS)
JS_1
All in all, I am satisfied with my job.
JS_2
In general, I like working at this organization.
JS_3
I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job.
Source: Hackman and Oldham (1975).
The participants indicate their level of agreement with the statements using a 7-Point Likert Scale: (1 strongly
disagree; 7 strongly agree) The higher the score, the greater the perceived level of organizational support.

3.5.8 Turnover Intentions: intentions to stay with the employer (IS),
and Intention to leave the industry/career turnover (CT)
Turnover Intentions were conceptualized from two alternate perspectives: intentions to
stay with the employer (IS) and intention to leave the industry or career turnover (CT). Intentions
to Stay with the employer (IS) was operationalized using 3 items (shown in Table 11) from Kim
and Ausar (2018) and Cho et al. (2009). Examples of (IS) included “I plan to work at my present
job for the foreseeable future,” and “I would hate to quit this job.” Intention to leave industry
was operationalized using 6 items representing career turnover (CT) (Shown in Table 10) from
Bufquin et al. (2021), which were adapted from Farkas and Tetrick’s (1989) study. Examples of
(DO) include “I frequently find myself thinking about leaving the restaurant industry,” and “I
often daydream about what it would be like to work in other industries.” Items were measured
using a 7-point Likert scale.
Table 10: Turnover Intention (s): Intentions to Stay w/ employer (IS), and Intention to leave
industry/career turnover (CT)
Dim. 1 Intentions to stay with the employer (IS)
IS_1
I plan to work at my present job for the foreseeable future.
IS_2
I would hate to quit this job.
IS_3
I desire and intend to remain at this company.
Source: Kim & Ausar, (2018) and Cho et al., (2009)
Dim. 2 Career Turnover (CT)
CT_1
I frequently find myself thinking about leaving the restaurant industry.
CT_2
I often daydream about what it would be like to work in other industries.
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Dim. 2 Career Turnover (CT)
CT_3
I intend to apply for jobs in other industries within the next year.
CT_4
I plan to leave the restaurant industry.
CT_5
I intend to work in the restaurant industry for many years. (R)
CT_6
I plan to continue to work in the restaurant industry. (R)
Source: Bufquin et al., 2021 from Farkas and Tetrick’s (1989) study.
The participants indicate their level of agreement with the statements using a 7-Point Likert Scale: (1 strongly
disagree; 7 strongly agree) The higher the score, the greater the intention to stay with their employer or drop out
of the industry.

3.6 Analysis Method
To test the hypotheses of this study, structural equation modeling using SmartPLS
version 3 was employed, and SPSS 24 was utilized for data screening and preparation. First,
IBM’s SPSS is user-friendly, widely available, and has gained increasing popularity (Hair et al.,
2014), making it the optimal choice for data cleaning and initial analysis as well as analyzing the
descriptive statistics. Second, PLS-SEM using SmartPLS was chosen as the analysis method and
software program mainly due to the complexity of the model and the exploratory nature of this
study. Namely, this study adapted a work stress measurement scale from a study in the hotel
industry and employed it in the restaurant industry. Additionally, the role of customer-initiated
support has never been tested in the hospitality industry in a study investigating restaurant
workplace stress and burnout.
Furthermore, this research also simultaneously investigated turnover intentions from two
different perspectives: retention (intention to stay (IS)) with your current employer as well as
career turnover (CT) or intention to leave the industry altogether. Burnout and job satisfaction
were conceptualized using very well-established scales; however, they have never been tested in
a model with several of the other constructs in this study. Therefore, PLS-SEM using SmartPLS
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was chosen as the most suitable statistical analysis method for this study. Justification for using
SmartPLS-SEM is discussed further below.
In general, structural equation modeling (SEM) is a widely used method for testing
comprehensive theoretical models in social science research, allowing the research to
simultaneously test all of the relationships of multiple constructs in complex models (Hair et al.,
2014). There are two types of SEM. First, covariance-based SEM estimates model parameters to
minimize the difference between the covariance matrices. Alternatively, “PLS-SEM maximizes
the explained variance of the endogenous latent variables by estimating the partial model
relationships in and iterative sequence of ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions” (Hair et al.,
2012, p. 415). While both methods “share the same roots,” historically, most research in the past
has employed the covariance-based approach; however, the popularity of PLS-SEM has
“increased exponentially,” suggesting that both methods are useful when appropriate (Hair et al.,
2012, p. 415). Meaning, each method has a different use and purpose. CB-SEM is more
appropriate for confirmatory studies, whereas PLS-SEM is more appropriate for exploratory
studies investigating new relationships (Hair et al., 2014). PLS-SEM allows the researcher to
“develop theories in exploratory research… by focusing on explaining the variance in the
dependent variables” (Hair et al., 2017, p. 25). Thus, PLS-SEM relies less on establishing fit
when exploring new relationships, new constructs, and new models (Hair et al., 2017). As Hair et
al. (2017, p. 16) note, “when using CB-SEM, initially hypothesized models almost always result
in inadequate fit. In response, the researcher should reject the model and reconsider the study
(which would require gathering more data), particularly when many variables must be deleted to
achieve fit.” Alternatively, the researcher would have to respecify the theoretical model to
achieve acceptable fit, which would not necessarily represent the true theoretical model specified
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in the study. In essence, the researcher is engaged in exploratory theory development, not theory
confirmation (Hair et al., 2017).
Including the relatively untested (in hospitality research) construct of customer-initiate
support and simultaneously measuring two different forms of turnover: retention and career
turnover makes the model in this study complex. Additionally, the model will be testing 8
moderating effects with six mediated paths. When research models are complex and have
multiple structural relationships, PLS-SEM is superior to CB-SEM ( Hair et al., 2017).
Furthermore, PLS-SEM provides a balanced approach to theoretical contributions and
management relevance, by focusing mainly on predicting and maximizing explained variance
(Hair et al., 2017). Again, SmartPLS was chosen for this study since it is user-friendly and a
“workhorse for all PLS-SEM analyses,” making the testing of moderating variable relatively
easy (SmartPLS GmbH, 2020). PLS-SEM involves a two-step process: First, the measurement
model has assessed latent variables and their related observed items. Second, the structural
model was assessed to test the relationships between these latent variables (Hair et al., 2017).

3.7 Reliability and Validity
Reliability is the degree to which a variable or set of variables consistently measure what
it intends to measure (Hair et al., 2010). Validity represents the extent to which a measure or
measure correctly represents what it is intended to represent (Hair et al., 2010). Reliability is a
prerequisite of validity (Fields, 2013). Meaning a measure must be reliable before it can be valid.
Conceptually, the easiest way to see if an instrument is reliable is through test-rest reliability. For
example, if you test the same group twice, you will get consistent results at both points in time;
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however, as a matter of practice and practicality, reliability can be verified using statistical
procedures. As noted earlier, Perceived Customer-Initiated Support (PCIS) was adapted by the
author of this study from a scale by Zimmermann et al. (2011), developed for a study in the
automotive sales industry.
Additionally, this original survey was quite lengthy, including 64 items. Thus, a pilot
study was conducted to test for readability and adequate reliability, and to refine the instrument
to reduce the total number of items. A reliability analysis was conducted to assess internal
consistency. According to Hair et al. (2010), the cutoff point for an acceptable Cronbach Alpha
is .70; however, as Nunnally (1978) notes, .70 is acceptable for exploratory settings, but in
applied settings (ones in which important decisions will be made) a Cronbach Alpha of .90 or
higher is desirable.
SmartPLS was used to assess the latent variables’ reliability and convergent and their
associated observed variables. Following the guidelines of Hair et al. (2017), factor analysis was
used to assess the internal consistency, indicator reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant
validity. Indicator reliability was evaluated by inspecting the indicators’ outer loadings to ensure
they were above the recommended value of .70. (Hair et al., 2017). Internal consistency was
inspected using Cronbach’s alpha (α) and Composite Reliability (CR). Cronbach’s alpha (α) is
traditionally used to assess the internal consistency of a scale; however, utilizing both
Cronbach’s alpha (α) and CR provides a better assessment because the true value of internal
consistency lies between these two measures and the Cronbach’s alpha (α) tends to
underestimate the value, while the CR overestimates it. Most researchers look for a Cronbach’s
alpha (α) of above .70; however, a value between .60 and .70 is acceptable for exploratory
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research (Hair et al., 2017). Values below .60 show a lack of internal consistency in values above
.95 are undesirable because all of the variables in the scale are measuring the same thing.
“Convergent validity refers to the extent to which a measure correlates positively to the
alternative measures of the same construct” (Hair et al., 2017, p. 112). The researcher must
inspect the average variance extracted (AVE) at the construct level to assess convergent validity.
An AVE higher than .50, demonstrates that the construct explains at least half of the variance
(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988).
Discriminant validity refers to “the extent to which a construct is truly distinct from other
constructs by empirical standards” (Hair et al., 2017, p. 115). Discriminant validity was
established in this study using two methods: inspecting cross-loadings and assessing the FornellLarcker criterion. First, inspecting the cross-loadings involves ensuring all of the indicator’s
outer loadings are higher than any of the cross-loadings on any of the other constructs in the
model. This should demonstrate that all of the constructs are not highly correlated with any the
other constructs in the model; thus, all of the loading should be at least 0.10 higher than any of
the cross-loadings on any other construct (Hair et al., 2017). Secondly, the Fornell-Larcker
criterion is used to demonstrate discriminant validity. This assessment compares the square root
of the AVE values to the latent variable correlations (Hair et al., 2017). To establish discriminant
validity, the square root of the AVE should be greater than the highest correlation of any other
construct.
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3.8 Chapter Summary
This chapter explained of the research methods employed in this study. First, a
description of the research design was presented, including the research approach and
methodology as well as the target population and sampling methods. Next, the questionnaire
development process and the items used to represent the constructs in the study were presented
and explained. Finally, the analysis methods and a discussion about reliability and validity were
provided.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS

4.1 Chapter Introduction
This chapter presents the data collection, data screening, and statistical analysis. First, a
summary of the data collection and preparation method is explained, and results are provided
with demographic and descriptive statistics from the study’s sample. Next, the statistical analysis
and a discussion of the hypotheses test results are provided. Finally, the chapter concludes with a
synopsis of the findings of the hypothesis tests and the structural model with the significance of
the path coefficients results.

4.2 Data Collection
Data for this study was collected online using a survey constructed in Qualtrics and
administered through Amazon Mechanical Turk (M-Turk). The target population for this study
was hourly employees of the U.S. hospitality food and beverage industry. Therefore, participants
had to be at least 18 years of age and currently employed as hourly FOH employees (server, host,
bartender, busser, food runner, or similar) in a full-service restaurant in the U.S. to participate in
the survey. These were set up as qualification questions in Qualtrics and participants who did not
qualify were not eligible to participate in the survey. Participants that met the qualifications and
completed the survey received $1 for their contributions to this study. Participants who did not
qualify to participate were directed to the end of the survey and did not receive a completion
code. Additionally, potential participants were informed that they would not receive
compensation if they failed to answer any of the attention check questions correctly. The M-Turk
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request required that the participants have a HIT (Human Intelligence Task) approval rating of at
least 98% and have completed at least 50 approved HITs to improve data quality.
A pilot survey was conducted on December 15th, 2021, and 150 samples were requested.
Qualtrics returned 154 completed surveys. The results indicated a problem with the survey, since
97 managers were allowed to complete the entire survey and were not directed to the end of the
survey. Subsequently, the survey was fixed, and 125 surveys were requested on January 12th,
2022, to obtain at least 125 usable surveys to screen the measurement items for reliability and
validity. On January 19th, Qualtrics had a total of 376 completed surveys. After removing 227
participants who did not qualify (3 not 18, 25 not FOH, 172 Managers, 1 who selected OtherBeverage Stocker) and failed attention check or incomplete (22), 153 usable surveys were
available to assess the measurement items. After initial screening and analysis of the survey pilot
test, there were no major problems with the survey measurement items detected (all Cronbach’s
alphas were acceptable. Note: final results are reported later) so an additional 200 surveys were
requested from M-Turk. This yielded a total of 663 Qualtrics Surveys attempted. After removing
333 participants that did not qualify (3 not 18years of age, 54 not FOH, 239 Managers, 1 who
selected Other-Beverage Stocker) and failed attention check or incomplete (36), 330 remaining
participant surveys were inspected further.

4.3 Data Screening and Preparation
As noted earlier, the survey data was cleaned, removing unqualified participants,
incomplete surveys, and respondents that failed any of the three attention check questions. The
survey was then checked for missing data. Since the survey was designed with “forced response”
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questions, there were no remaining missing data after removing the surveys that were not
finished. The survey data was inspected for unengaged responses using Microsoft Excel. In
addition to the three attention-check questions mentioned earlier, participant responses were
assessed using the SD (standard deviation) response variance of all item responses and the total
time spent taking the survey. Participants with a standard deviation of less than 0.5 were visually
inspected and removed if it appeared they were selecting the same response to each question.
Two additional participants were removed as a result of this process. Two additional respondents
were removed because they marked their current work status as temporarily laid off. The final
number of usable surveys was 326.
Since this survey adapted a Work Stress scale from a prior study conducted in the hotel
segment, exploratory factor analysis was conducted in SPSS using Principal Components
Analysis with Promax rotation. The role of factor analysis can be used for exploratory or
confirmatory purposes and this process allows the researcher to achieve data summarization and
data reduction (Hair et al., 2010). Exploratory factor analysis was needed for this study since the
workplace scale had never been used in the restaurant segment.. The factor analysis revealed
there were only two distinct factors related to Workplace Stress (WS): Restaurant Work
Stressors (RWS) and Current Environment Stressors (CES), not three as found in Wong et al.’s
(2021) study. There were four items related to RWS that reflected “excessive workload, long
working hours, tight working time, and staff shortages.” There were eight items related to CES
(including three from RWS and two from Unfair Labor Practices (ULP)), that reflected
“repetitive work, too much job variety, lack of involvement in decision making, insufficient
resources, frequent reporting of hygiene issues, demanding hygiene policies, demand to replace
duties with other departments, and demands to submit ideas for attracting new customers.”
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All of the other scales were screened in SPSS, and the two reversed scored items in the
Career Turnover were found to load on separate factors. A visual inspection revealed that the
items were conceptually distinct. For example, “I plan to leave the restaurant industry” is a very
different question than “I intend to work in the restaurant industry for many years.” In other
words, many restaurant workers may be working in their jobs “until” they [insert reason here]
(e.g., “until I finish college and get a real job,” “I figure out what I want to do with my life,” or
“until, my wife finishes college”). Therefore, these two reverse-scored items were removed, and
four items were retained for further analysis.
Next, the data were inspected for multivariate outliers, which is important to many
statistical analysis procedures, including PLS-SEM (Hair et al., 2010, Hair et al., 2017). Various
methods can be used to detect multivariate outliers, and researchers should be cautious when
deciding to delete potential cases that may not be representative of the sample. Therefore, this
study utilized two methods to calculate the Mahalanobis distance (D2), which “measures each
observation’s distance in multidimensional space from the mean center of all variables” (Hair et
al., 2010, p. 66). . First, multivariate outliers were detected using SPSS to calculate the
Mahalanobis distance (MAHd). To do this, a mean score for each variable was created and the
MAHd was computed for each participant. The probability was computed using the CDF.CHISQ
function. The data was sorted, and any observations with a value of less than .001 were
considered for removal (Hair et al., 2010). Next, AMOS 24 was used to “test for normality and
outliers,” which provides the MAHd for the measurement model. The identified cases were
cross-referenced with the SPSS analysis results, which were then visually inspected, and 19
additional observations were removed, resulting in 307 cases retained for analysis in SmartPLS.
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4.4 Demographic Profile of Participants

4.4.1 Sample Demographics
The target population for this study is hourly FOH restaurant workers within the U.S.
who work directly with the customer, i.e., guest-contact employees. The participants were asked
to provide basic demographic information, information about their restaurant employment
experience/background, and a few questions about their work experiences during Covid-19. The
demographic profile of participants in this study includes gender, age-group, education level,
marital status, household income, employment status, and average hourly wage. The information
about their restaurant work experience/background includes chain/non-chain, ownership type,
restaurant segment, employer tenure, restaurant career tenure, position, and cross-trained status.
Finally, the information about Covid-19 work experiences includes information about
layoffs/furlough, number of times laid-off, length of work separation, information about their
current work status.
As shown in Table 11, the sample was made up of 59% (181) male, 40% (122) female,
and 1% (1) non-binary. All participants were at least 18 years of age, with 5.5% (17) of the
sample between ages 18-25. Age 26-35 represented the largest age group 43.6% (134)
participants, followed by the age-group 36-45 representing 36.2% (111) of participants. Those
who were aged between 46-55 represented 9.1% (28), and those who were over the age of 55
represented 5.5% (17).
The education level of the sample was high, with 63.5% (195) reported having a
bachelor’s degree and 16% (49) reported having a master’s degree. The next largest group were
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those that had some college but no degree 8.5% (26), followed by those with only a high school
diploma 7.2% (22), and finally, 4.2% (13) reported having an associate’s degree. A majority of
the sample reported being married or remarried 81.5% (250), while 17.9% (55) reported being
single. Only one participant reported being divorced and one preferred not to say.
For almost half 49.8% (153) of the of the participants, the household income level was
over $50,000. Those households making between $25,000 and $50,000 represented the next
largest group at 40.1% (123) of the sample, while only 10.1% (31) of the respondents reported
making less than $25,000. This higher level of income may result from the large number of
participants being married. The majority of the sample, 91.9% (282), reported working full-time,
and most were making over $10 per hour with 33.9% (104) making $10-$14.99 per hour, 31.3%
(96) making $15-$19.99 per hour, 18.6% (57) making $20-$24.99, 7.8% making $25-or more
per hour. Only 8.5% (26) of the sample reported making less than $10 per hour.
Table 11: Sample Demographics
Variable

Category

Gender

Male
Female
Non-binary / third gender
Prefer not to say
Age 18-25
Age 26-35
Age 36-45
Age 46-55
Age 56-65
Age 66 and older
High school graduate or equivalent (inc. GED)
Some college but no degree
Associate's degree in college (2-year)
Bachelor's degree in college (4-year)
Master's degree
Doctoral or Professional degree (PhD, JD, MD)

Age

Education
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Frequency
(N=307)
181
122
3
1
17
134
111
28
12
5
22
26
13
195
49
2

Percent
(%)
59.0
39.7
1.0
0.3
5.5
43.6
36.2
9.1
3.9
1.6
7.2
8.5
4.2
63.5
16.0
0.7

Variable

Category

Marital Status

Married/remarried
Divorced
Single
I prefer not to say
Less than $25,000
$25,000 - $50,000
$50,000 - $100,000
$100,000 - $200,000
More than $200,000
I prefer not to say
Working Full-time
Working Part-time
Under $10 per hour
$10-$14.99 per hour
$15-$19.99 per hour
$20-$24.99 per hour
$25-$29.99 per hour
$30-or more per hour

Household
Income

Employment
Status
Hourly Wage

Frequency
(N=307)
250
1
55
1
31
123
114
33
4
2
282
25
26
104
96
57
15
9

Percent
(%)
81.4
0.3
17.9
0.3
10.1
40.1
37.1
10.7
1.3
0.7
91.9
8.1
8.5
33.9
31.3
18.6
4.9
2.9

4.4.2 Sample Employee Restaurant Experience/Background
As shown in Table 12, most of the participants worked for a chain 74.9% (229) and more
than half 56.0% (172), reported working for a corporate owned restaurant. About half, 49.5%
(152), reported working in the casual dining segment, 24.1% (71) worked in upscale-casual,
19.5% (60) worked in fine dining, while only 6.8% worked in quick casual. About 30% (93)
reported working for their current employer for 2-3 years, 26.1% (80) worked for them between
1-2 years, 35.2% (108) were employed for over 3 years or more, while only 8.5% (26 worked for
their current employer for less than one year. Of the participants, 68.8% (211) reported having
worked in the restaurant industry for two years or more, while 31.2% (96) had less than two
years of restaurant experience. The participants were required to be currently working as a frontof-house employee, and a majority of the respondents reported working as a server 52.8% (162),
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while 17.3% (53) were food runners, 15.3% (47) worked as hosts, (28) 9.1% were bartenders,
and 5.5% (17) were bussers. About 29.0 % (89) reported only working in one primary position,
while 31.9% (98) were cross-trained in 1 other position, 30.3% (93) were cross-trained in 2 other
positions, and 8.8% (27) reported being cross-trained in 3 or more positions.
Table 12: Sample Employment Restaurant Experience/Background
Variable

Category

Chain/Non-chain Chain
Non-chain
Ownership Type Corporate
Privately Owned
Restaurant
Casual dining
Segment
Upscale-casual
Fine dining
Quick-casual
Employer
Less than 1 year
Tenure
1 year to almost 2 years
2 years to almost 3 years
3 years to almost 4 years
4 years to almost 5 years
5 years or more
Career Tenure
Less than 1 year
1 year to almost 2 years
2 years to almost 3 years
3 years to almost 4 years
4 years to almost 5 years
5 years or more
Position
Server
Host
Busser
Bartender
Food Runner
Cross Trained
I only work my primary position
Status
I am cross-trained in 1 other position
I am cross-trained in 2 other positions
I am cross-trained in 3 other positions
I am cross-trained 4 or more other positions

112

Frequency
(N=307)

Percent
(%)

229
78
172
135
152
74
60
21
26
80
93
58
28
22
15
81
83
57
30
41

74.6
25.4
56.0
44.0
49.5
24.1
19.5
6.8
8.5
26.1
30.3
18.9
9.1
7.2
4.9
26.4
27.0
18.6
9.8
13.4

162
47
17
28
53

52.8
15.3
5.5
9.1
17.3

89
98
93
24
3

29.0
31.9
30.3
7.8
1.0

4.4.3 Sample Covid-19 Work Experiences
The responses about the participants Covid-19 work experiences are shown in Table 13.
About 84% (258) reported being furloughed or laid-off, with 25.1% (77) reporting being
furloughed or laid-off only once, 37.8% (116) twice, 18.2% (56) three times, 3.6% (11) four
times or more. The largest group of respondents 30.3% (93) reported being laid-off or furloughed
for three to four weeks total, followed by one to two months 21.5% (66), less than two weeks
14.0% (43), three to four months 13.0% (40), and only 5.2% (16) were laid-off for more than
five months. A majority of respondents either stayed with their original employer 25.4% (78) or
returned to their original employer after being laid-off 39.7% (122). About a quarter of the
respondents reported finding a new 13.7% (42) or better job 14.05 (43). Only 7.2% (22) of
responded reported starting their first restaurant job since the start of the pandemic, after the
lockdowns ended.
Table 13: Sample Covid-19 Work Experiences
Variable

Category

Employment status

only furloughed
only laid-off
both laid-off and furloughed
neither laid-off or furloughed
once
twice
three times
four times or more
I was not furloughed or laid off
less than two weeks
three to four weeks
one to two months
three to four months
five months or more
I was not furloughed or laid-off

Frequency of employment
status change

Duration of employment
status change
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Frequency
(N=307)
79
98
81
49
77
116
56
9
49
43
93
66
40
16
49

Percent
(%)
25.7
31.9
26.4
16.0
25.1
37.8
18.2
2.9
16.0
14.0
30.3
21.5
13.0
5.2
16.0

Variable

Category

Influence on current
employment status

I returned to my original employer
(the one who employed me during the
start of the pandemic Jan-Mar of
2020)
I quit and found a new job
I quit and found a new and better job
I never left my original employer (the
one who employed me during the start
of the pandemic Jan-Mar of 2020)
I started working my first restaurant
job after the first lockdowns ended in
April-May 2020

Frequency
(N=307)
122

Percent
(%)
39.7

42
43
78

13.7
14.0
25.4

22

7.2

4.5 Statistical Analysis
As noted in chapter 3, PLS-SEM involves two steps, the assessment for the measurement
model and evaluation of the structural model. To analyze the proposed framework and
hypotheses in this study SmartPLS was employed to test latent variables and their related
observed items (measurement model) and the relationships between these latent variables
(structural model) (Hair et al., 2017). The choice for this analysis method is mainly due to the
complexity of the model and exploratory nature of this model. Namely, adapting a work stress
measurement from the hotel industry and testing it in the restaurant industry and including the
role of Customer Initiated Support, which has never been teste in this type of study. This
research also aims to measure turnover intentions from two perspectives: Retention or intention
to stay (IS) with your current employer and career turnover (CT) or intention to leave the
industry altogether. Burnout and Job Satisfaction were both conceptualized using very wellestablished scales; however, they have never been tested in a model with the other constructs in
this study. This discussed further in Chapter 3.
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Below, in Figure 4, you will find the revised (containing two dimensions of WS)
hypothesized research model containing all of the paths and hypotheses tested in this study.

Figure 4: Revised Hypothesized Research Model
H1: Workplace stressors have a positive impact on exhaustion.
H2: Workplace stressors have a positive impact on job disengagement.
H3: Workplace support negatively moderates the relationship between workplace stressors and
exhaustion.
H3a: Perceived organizational support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H3b: Perceived supervisor support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H3c: Perceived coworker support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H3d: Perceived customer-initiated support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H4: Workplace support negatively moderates the relationship between workplace stressors and
job disengagement.
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H4a: Perceived organizational support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H4b: Perceived supervisor support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H4c: Perceived coworker support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H4d: Perceived customer-initiated support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H5: Exhaustion has a negative impact on job satisfaction.
H6: Job disengagement has a negative impact on job satisfaction.
H7: Job satisfaction has a positive impact on intention to stay with employer.
H8: Job satisfaction has a negative impact on intention to leave the industry (career turnover).

4.5.1 Analysis of the Measurement Model

4.5.1.1 Reliability and Convergent Validity
To assess the measurement model, SmartPLS was used assess the reliability and
convergent validity of latent variables and their associated observed variables. Following the
guidelines of Hair et al. (2017), factor analysis was used to assess the internal consistency,
indicator reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. First, indicator reliability was
evaluated by inspecting the indicator’s outer loadings to ensure they were above the
recommended value of .70. (Hair et al., 2017). Outer loadings between .40 and .70 were
considered for removal by systematical removing the lowest items one at a time and
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investigating the cross-loadings. Subsequently, one item (CES_1) was removed from the RWS
dimension, and two items (RWS_6, RWS_7) were removed from the CES dimension, resulting
in 3 items for the RWS dimension and 6 items for the CES dimension. Additionally, one item
was removed from Perceived Customer-Initiated Support (PCIS) dimension leaving four items.
Table 14 shows that all the outer loadings are significant and within acceptable limits, with all
items above .70 except for PCWS_1 (perceived coworker support), which was .694.
Next, internal consistency was inspected using Cronbach’s alpha (α) and Composite
Reliability (CR). Cronbach’s alpha (α) is traditionally used to assess the internal consistency of a
scale; however, utilizing both Cronbach’s alpha (α) and CR provides a better assessment because
the true value of internal consistency lies between these two measures and the Cronbach’s alpha
(α) tends to underestimate the value, while the CR overestimates it. Most researchers look for a
Cronbach’s alpha (α) of above .70; however, a value between .60 and .70 is acceptable for
exploratory research (Hair et al., 2017). Values below .60 show a lack of internal consistency in
values above .95 are undesirable because all of the variables in the scale are measuring the same
thing. Table 14 shows that all of the scales in the study are reliable since all of the items have a
Cronbach’s alpha (α) and CR above .70, except for RWS (α= .684 and CR = .825) and PCWS (α
= .670 and CR = .817) which is still within the acceptable limits (Hair et al., 2017).
“Convergent validity refers to the extent to which a measure correlates positively to the
alternative measures of the same construct” (Hair et al., 2017, p. 112). The researcher must
inspect the average variance extracted (AVE) at the construct level to assess convergent validity.
The AVE is recommended to be higher than .50, demonstrating that the construct explains at
least half of the variance (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). As shown in Table 14, the AVEs for all
constructs range from .564 to .751, well above the recommended threshold.
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Table 14: Reliability and Validity of Constructs
Construct

Items

Insufficient resources for work (e.g., masks, sanitizer, gloves
etc.)
Frequent reporting/documentation about hygiene issues
Current
Demanding hygiene policies or guidelines
Environment
Lack of involvement in decision making
Stressors
Demand to replace the job duties with other departments
(CES)
(e.g., kitchen, dish, host, dining room)
Demand to submit new ideas/proposals for attracting new
customers every day
Restaurant Work Excessive workload
Stressors
Long working hours
(RWS)
Tight working time
There are days when I feel tired before I arrive at work.
After work, I tend to need more time than in the past in order
Exhaustion
to relax and feel better.
(EX)
During my work, I often feel emotionally drained.
After my work, I usually feel worn out and weary.
It happens more and more often that I talk about my work in
a negative way.
Lately, I tend to think less at work and do my job
Job
Disengagement mechanically.
Over time, one can become disconnected from this type of
(JD)
work.
Sometimes I feel disgusted by my work tasks.
All in all, I am satisfied with my job.
Job Satisfaction
In general, I like working at this organization.
(JS)
I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job.
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Standard
Loadings

α

CR

AVE

0.733

0.859

0.895

0.587

0.684

0.825

0.612

0.794

0.866

0.619

0.759

0.847

0.580

0.834

0.900

0.751

0.798
0.769
0.745
0.763
0.785
0.775
0.752
0.817
0.739
0.792
0.808
0.805
0.745
0.760
0.745
0.795
0.864
0.864
0.871

Construct

Perceived
Organizational
Support (POS)

Perceived
Supervisor
Support (PSS)
Perceived
Coworker
Support (PCWS)
Perceived
Customer
Initiated Support
(PCIS)
Intention to Stay
(IS)

Career Turnover
(CT)

Items
My organization takes pride in my accomplishments.
My organization really cares about my well-being.
My organization values my contributions to its well-being.
My organization strongly considers my goals and values.
My organization shows a lot of concern for me.
My organization is willing to help me if I need a special
favor.
I am very satisfied with my supervisor.
My supervisor cares about my well-being.
I like working with my supervisor.
I find my coworkers very helpful in performing my job.
When performing my service duties, I rely heavily on my
coworkers.
My coworkers provide me with important work-related
information and advice that make performing my job easier.
Customers adapt to my service processes.
Customers trust in my competencies.
Customers explicitly value my work effort.
Customers and I are on the same wavelength.
I plan to continue to work at my present job for the
foreseeable future.
I would hate to quit my current job.
I desire and intend to remain at this company.
I frequently find myself thinking about leaving the restaurant
industry.
I often daydream about what it would be like to work in
other industries.
I intend to apply for jobs in other industries within the next
year.
I plan to leave the restaurant industry.
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Standard
Loadings
0.765
0.816
0.846
0.798
0.805

α

CR

AVE

0.908

0.925

0.672

0.811

0.886

0.721

0.676

0.818

0.602

0.723
0.772
0.710
0.795

0.746

0.838

0.564

0.788

0.727

0.846

0.647

0.802

0.871

0.628

0.886
0.830
0.819
0.897
0.694
0.757
0.867

0.775
0.848
0.834
0.739
0.832
0.761

4.5.1.2 Validity of Workplace Stress as a Higher Order Construct
Workplace stress (WS) was found to be made up of two distinct sub-dimensions: current
environment stressors (CES) and restaurant workplace stressors (RWS). In this research model,
WS was specified as a higher-order construct (HOC). Higher-order models or hierarchical
component models (HCMs) require evaluating second-order constructs that form from two or
more layers of components (e.g., Ringle et al., 2012; Wetzels et al., 2009). This allows the
researcher to reduce the number of paths, subsequently, reducing the complexity of the model
(Hair et al., 2017). Additionally, HCMs are valuable when the first-order constructs are highly
corralled if there are issues with multicollinearity (Hair et al., 2017). When theory supports the
splitting of the concrete components at the first level of abstraction (i.e., sub-dimensions),
referred to as lower-order constructs (LOC), researchers can establish the HOC by joining these
LOCs to form the more abstract second-order (i.e., HOC) component (Hair et al., 2017).
Hair et al. (2017) notes four main types of HCMs: 1) reflective-reflective 2) reflectiveformative, 3) formative-reflective, and 4) formative-formative. These types specify the direction
of the arrows modelled in the HCM. For example, reflective-reflective represents a reflective
relationship between the HOC and the LOCs, with all first-order constructs formed with
reflective measures. Alternatively, reflective-formative type represents a formative relationship
between the LOCs and the HOC, and all first-order constructs are formed with reflective
measures. Historically, organizational psychology relied mainly on reflective models since the
majority of scales in psychological research were created from classical test theory perspective,
thus, reflective in nature (Ellwart & Konradt, 2011). Reflective (classical) measurement theory
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posits that the latent construct causes the observed variables, thus, the arrows point from the
latent construct to the indicators (Hair et al., 2010). Formative (new) measurement theory posits
that the measured variable(s) cause the latent construct, thus, the arrows point towards the latent
construct (Hair et al., 2010). There use of formative modelling has grown in popularity due to
some of its possible advantages (Ellwart & Konradt, 2011). In formative models, the joint
influence of the first-order measures provides the “full meaning of the composite latent
construct,” and often models in organizational research are misspecified (MacKenzie et al., 2005,
p. 713). Ellwart and Konradt (2011, p. 396) note that “constructs are not necessarily either
reflective or formative in nature,” but are best determined by the theory and research objective
(Hair et al., 2017).
The workplace stress construct was modelled in this study as reflective-formative HOC.
First, participants in this study were asked to rate their perception of occupational stressors using
the following statement: “In the current situation of the COVID-19 pandemic, I think
_______________is the reason that causes my occupation stress.” (e.g., excessive workload).
The wording of this question points to determining what “causes” respondents’ occupational
stress, suggesting that the workplace stress measurement items reflect the workplace stress
construct. Second, as discussed earlier, exploratory factor analysis revealed two distinct subdimensions of workplace stress (WS): Restaurant Work Stressors (RWS) and Current
Environment Stressors (CES). Restaurant work stressors (RWS) reflected factors relating to the
demands and amount or work (e.g., excessive workload, long working hours, and tight working
time) Alternatively, current environment stressors (CES) reflected factors related to job design,
the current work environment, and policies that could be affected by the impact of Covid-19
(e.g., repetitive work, too much job variety, lack of involvement in decision making, insufficient
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resources, frequent reporting of hygiene issues, demanding hygiene policies, demand to replace
duties with other departments, and demands to submit ideas for attracting new customers). These
two distinct factors (RWS & CES) form the composite latent construct of workplace stress.
To confirm the validity of workplace stress as a higher order construct, the significance
of the outer-weights, outer loadings and VIFs were assessed. As shown in Table 15, the outer
weights for all of the items in the sub-dimensions (lower order constructs) were significant and
the outer loadings were well above the 0.50 threshold for each of the lower order constructs
(Sarstedt et al., 2019). Additionally, the VIF values for each of the items from the lower-order
constructs (LOC) were well below the desired threshold of 5 (Hair et al., 2017). By meeting all
of these requirements, WS demonstrates adequate higher-order construct validity.
Table 15: Workplaces Stress Higher Order Construct Validity
Outer
LOC
Item
HOC
Weight
CES CES_1 [CES_6]
WS
0.162
CES_2 [CES_7]
0.167
CES_3 [CES_8]
0.171
CES_4 [RWS_11]
0.174
CES_5 [ULP_3]
0.173
CES_6 [ULP_4]
0.169
RWS RWS_1
WS
0.137
RWS_2
0.131
RWS_3
0.163
Note: Original item number in brackets.

T-Statistic P Values
15.263
0.000
17.616
0.000
17.901
0.000
22.825
0.000
21.575
0.000
18.654
0.000
13.829
0.000
11.515
0.000
15.820
0.000

Outer
Loadings
0.676
0.747
0.745
0.718
0.747
0.767
0.555
0.532
0.669

VIF
1.686
2.140
2.025
1.674
1.943
2.083
1.300
1.352
2.083

4.5.1.3 Discriminant Validity
The final step in assessing the measurement model is to assess discriminant validity.
Discriminant validity refers to “the extent to which a construct is truly distinct from other
constructs by empirical standards” (Hair et al., 2017, p. 115). The first assessment of
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discriminant validity involves inspecting the cross-loadings (Hair et al., 2017). Essentially, all of
the indicator’s outer loadings should be higher than any of the cross-loadings on any other
constructs in the model. Meaning, the items on one construct should not be highly correlated
with any of the other constructs in the model. Table 16 shows that all of the items on each
construct are at least 0.10 higher than any cross-loadings on other constructs.
Next, the Fornell-Larcker criterion is used to assess discriminant validity. This procedure
compares the square root of the AVE values to the latent variable correlations (Hair et al., 2017).
The square root of the AVE should be greater than the highest correlation of any other construct.
Table 17 shows that the square root of the AVE for each construct is higher than the correlations
of the constructs with other latent variables in the path model. Thus, according to the FornellLarcker criterion, discriminant validity is demonstrated.
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Table 16: Cross Loadings
Items
CES
CT
EX
IS
JD
CES_1 [CES_6]
0.734
0.337
0.432
0.248
0.541
CES_2 [CES_7]
0.798
0.316
0.390
0.289
0.488
CES_3 [CES_8]
0.769
0.270
0.397
0.312
0.491
CES_4 [RWS_11]
0.745
0.352
0.505
0.203
0.546
CES_5 [ULP_3]
0.763
0.377
0.489
0.197
0.490
CES_6 [ULP_4]
0.785
0.283
0.313
0.362
0.490
CT_1
0.308
0.834
0.535
0.020
0.535
CT_2
0.350
0.739
0.447
0.098
0.465
CT_3
0.335
0.832
0.500
-0.003
0.502
CT_4
0.352
0.761
0.486
-0.050
0.514
EX_1
0.268
0.494
0.746
0.049
0.420
EX_2
0.482
0.442
0.786
0.008
0.567
EX_3
0.512
0.510
0.803
0.059
0.578
EX_4
0.466
0.513
0.810
0.032
0.607
IS_1
0.222
-0.025
0.035
0.789
0.000
IS_2
0.298
0.132
0.057
0.774
0.125
IS_3
0.324
-0.045
0.025
0.848
0.064
JD_1
0.439
0.453
0.491
0.022
0.753
JD_2
0.539
0.497
0.577
0.039
0.752
JD_3
0.432
0.497
0.516
0.005
0.755
JD_4
0.605
0.494
0.527
0.152
0.787
JS_1
0.255
-0.056 -0.009
0.681
-0.021
JS_2
0.295
-0.047 -0.047
0.673
-0.005
JS_3
0.342
-0.032 -0.014
0.614
0.031
Note: Original item number for CES items are shown in brackets.
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JS
0.159
0.239
0.345
0.210
0.235
0.391
-0.070
0.011
-0.007
-0.092
-0.010
-0.015
-0.015
-0.045
0.639
0.534
0.647
-0.075
0.044
-0.061
0.086
0.863
0.865
0.872

PCIS
0.276
0.347
0.347
0.305
0.337
0.442
0.164
0.166
0.227
0.102
0.239
0.229
0.294
0.251
0.518
0.357
0.495
0.123
0.264
0.139
0.237
0.588
0.510
0.551

PCWS
0.258
0.332
0.353
0.354
0.404
0.446
0.089
0.128
0.154
0.052
0.191
0.223
0.230
0.140
0.450
0.361
0.459
0.130
0.217
0.089
0.226
0.560
0.538
0.526

POS
0.314
0.393
0.462
0.304
0.319
0.511
-0.032
0.080
0.050
0.015
-0.040
0.041
0.079
0.009
0.569
0.545
0.659
0.036
0.171
0.042
0.223
0.734
0.693
0.663

PSS
0.222
0.237
0.335
0.192
0.224
0.347
-0.050
0.062
-0.043
-0.098
0.034
0.022
0.068
-0.025
0.627
0.521
0.660
-0.016
0.088
0.056
0.085
0.683
0.690
0.612

RWS
0.322
0.365
0.429
0.425
0.455
0.450
0.410
0.373
0.387
0.339
0.452
0.479
0.417
0.433
0.164
0.212
0.192
0.511
0.447
0.438
0.427
0.138
0.085
0.114

Items
CES
CT
EX
IS
JD
PCIS_1
0.305
0.185
0.257
0.459
0.129
PCIS_3
0.292
0.115
0.281
0.404
0.205
PCIS_4
0.360
0.056
0.152
0.399
0.153
PCIS_5
0.394
0.237
0.253
0.464
0.251
PCWS_1
0.225
0.132
0.200
0.427
0.080
PCWS_2
0.395
0.082
0.127
0.482
0.182
PCWS_3
0.440
0.102
0.239
0.369
0.225
POS_1
0.354
0.024
0.023
0.665
0.058
POS_2
0.364
0.014
-0.017
0.640
0.124
POS_3
0.411
0.064
0.073
0.563
0.171
POS_4
0.419
-0.018 -0.029
0.631
0.072
POS_5
0.418
-0.018 -0.010
0.643
0.070
POS_6
0.479
0.034
0.037
0.621
0.173
PSS_1
0.276
-0.026
0.045
0.619
0.041
PSS_2
0.274
-0.041 -0.023
0.674
0.070
PSS_3
0.308
-0.043
0.047
0.643
0.070
RWS_1
0.377
0.352
0.471
0.161
0.401
RWS_2
0.357
0.359
0.381
0.174
0.464
RWS_3
0.504
0.404
0.470
0.210
0.528
Note: Original item number for CES items are shown in brackets.
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JS
0.502
0.417
0.496
0.512
0.483
0.504
0.491
0.665
0.698
0.619
0.686
0.698
0.695
0.658
0.661
0.646
0.100
0.038
0.155

PCIS
0.723
0.772
0.709
0.796
0.517
0.446
0.513
0.497
0.455
0.511
0.517
0.503
0.544
0.478
0.495
0.513
0.244
0.163
0.246

PCWS
0.474
0.441
0.487
0.501
0.696
0.756
0.866
0.503
0.556
0.533
0.497
0.475
0.537
0.515
0.529
0.556
0.276
0.177
0.309

POS
0.463
0.405
0.475
0.504
0.450
0.526
0.506
0.763
0.817
0.848
0.796
0.803
0.885
0.666
0.660
0.667
0.122
0.139
0.225

PSS
0.457
0.399
0.425
0.476
0.485
0.490
0.502
0.629
0.678
0.617
0.659
0.667
0.657
0.829
0.818
0.899
0.183
0.146
0.135

RWS
0.250
0.244
0.141
0.192
0.254
0.299
0.237
0.174
0.217
0.196
0.168
0.120
0.154
0.144
0.188
0.170
0.776
0.753
0.816

Table 17: Discriminant Validity (Fornell-Larcker Criterion)
CES
CT
EX
IS
JD
JS
PCIS
PCWS
CES
0.766
CT
0.423
0.793
EX
0.553
0.623
0.786
IS
0.349
0.018
0.047
0.804
JD
0.665
0.637
0.693
0.074
0.762
JS
0.343
-0.052
-0.028
0.758
0.001
0.867
PCIS
0.446
0.207
0.322
0.573
0.253
0.634
0.751
PCWS
0.468
0.132
0.249
0.530
0.220
0.625
0.627
0.776
POS
0.499
0.033
0.030
0.737
0.159
0.804
0.609
0.630
PSS
0.337
-0.044
0.031
0.754
0.072
0.764
0.582
0.627
RWS
0.534
0.476
0.565
0.234
0.597
0.129
0.280
0.329
Note: The values in bold italic are the squared root of AVE; all other values are the correlations.
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POS

0.820
0.777
0.211

PSS

0.849
0.196

RWS

0.782

4.5.2 Analysis of the Structural Model
Once the researcher establishes the reliability and validity of the latent constructs, the
assessment of the structural model can begin (Hair et al., 2017). The structural model (also
referred to as the inner-model in PLS-SEM) displays the constructs and their path relationships,
which are used to empirically assess the theoretical assumptions of the structural model, i.e., the
hypotheses. The structural model assessment procedure involves six procedures: 1) assess the
model for collinearity issues, 2) assess the significance and relevance of the structural
relationships, 3) assess the level of R2 values, 4) asses the f2 effect size, 5) assess the predictive
relevance Q2, and 6) the q2 effect size (Hair et al., 2017). Once the measurement model was
assessed for reliability and validity the structural model was assessed using SmartPLS. A
bootstrapping procedure was performed with 300 iterations and 5,000 subsamples to examine the
path coefficients. The assessment of the structural model begins with an assessment of
collinearity since critical levels could indicate inflate the estimations of path coefficients (Hair et
al., 2017). As shown in Table 18, all VIF are below 2.9, indicating that collinearity between
constructs is satisfactorily below the threshold of 5 (Hair et al., 2017). Next, the structural
model’s predictive capability is assessed by examining the R2 and the Q2 (Hair et al., 2017). The
R2 refers to the predictive accuracy or the measures in the model, with values of 0.25, 0.50, 0.75
representing weak, moderate, and strong, respectively (Hair et al., 2011; Henseler et al., 2009).
As shown in Table 19, the R2 for most of the constructs are moderate: career turnover (0.471),
exhaustion (0.530), job disengagement (0.562), intention to stay (0.580). On the other hand, job
satisfaction’s R2 is considered weak (0.231); however, Hair et al., (2017) point out that for
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studies in some disciplines, an R2 of (0.20) are considered high, and the R2 should not be the
only basis for assessing a model (Hair et al., 2017).
Additionally, the Stone-Geisser’s Q2 value refers to the model’s “out-of-sample
predictive power,” or more simply predictive power (Hair et al., 2017, p. 202). The Q2 is
calculated based on a blindfolding procedure and values greater than zero indicate a model has
good predictive relevance (Hair et al., 2017). This study utilized a blindfolding procedure with
an omission distance of 7 so that the sample (N=307) could not be evenly divided and is between
the recommended range of 5 and 10. Based on the result of the cross-validate redundancy results,
all the values of the reflective endogenous constructs shown in Table 19 are above 0, ranging
from .163 (job satisfaction) to 0.369 (intention to stay), thus, indicating predictive relevance.
Next, the model fit was assessed; however, it is worth noting that “notion of fit is…not
fully transferable to PLS-SEM” and is not as important as it is with traditional CB-SEM because
it relies on an alternative statistical approach to estimating model parameters (i.e., maximizing
the explained variance rather than minimizing the differences between covariance matrices)
(Hair et al., 2017, p.192). Moreover, the value of the model is based on “heuristic
criteria…determined the model’s predictive capability.” Thus, the most important measures of a
PLS-SEM model are the significance of the path coefficients, the f2, the R2 , and the Q2. Two
measures of fit have been applied to PLS-SEM: the standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR) and the root mean square residual covariance (RMStheta). According to Henseler et al.,
(2014), an SRMR values of < 0.10 is generally considered a good fit, and RMS values < 0.12 are
considered a “conservative threshold” (Hair et al., 2017; SmartPLS GmbH, 2020). The results of
the structural path model analysis showed an acceptable SRMR (SRMR=0.086) and an RMStheta
value slightly above the recommended threshold (RMStheta =0.161), indicating acceptable fit
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under one of the two currently utilized fit indices for PLS-SEM, which are “however, in the early
stages of development” (p. 192). As noted earlier, the predictive capability of the model is of
greater importance. Additionally, RMStheta is only useful in assessing purely reflective models
“because outer model residuals for formative measurement models are not meaningful”
(SmartPLS GmbH, 2020, model fit/ RMS_theta). Next, the significance of the path coefficients
their effect sizes (f2 ) are assessed.
Table 18: Collinearity Assessment (VIF)
CES
CES
CT
EX
IS
JD
JS
RWS
WS

CT

EX

IS

JD

JS

2.127

2.127

2.064

2.766
1.280

2.766
1.280

2.617

RWS

WS
1.400

1.400
2.825

1.000

2.825

1.000

2.211

Table 19:Results of the Predictive Accuracy

CT
EX
IS
JD
JS

R2
0.471
0.530
0.580
0.562
0.231

R2 Adj
0.465
0.521
0.576
0.554
0.221

Q2
0.287
0.314
0.369
0.319
0.163

4.5.2.1 Direct Effects and Moderator Analysis Results
The significance of the path coefficients was calculated using a bias-corrected,
accelerated (BCa) bootstrap procedure with 5,000 samples as Hair et al. (2017) recommends
when analyzing complex models. Subsequently, all bootstrap procedures used in this study
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utilized these settings. Since the model hypothesized a moderating effect of workplace support
(POS, PSS, PCWS, and PCIS) on the two dimensions of burnout (EX and JD), these items were
included in the direct structural model as direct effects on the dependent variable and calculated.
Then, as Hair et al. (2017) recommended, each moderator path was calculated one at a time
using a the two-stage approach. The two-stage approach is recommended when one of the
variables is formative (Hair et al., 2017) such as, workplace stress. This was done repeatedly for
all eight moderated paths. There were 14 hypothesized paths in the research model. The results,
displayed in Table 20, indicated that all paths except for H8 were significant at the 5% level (nine
paths: p < 0.001, four paths: p < 0.05). Namely, the path between job satisfaction and career
turnover was insignificant (β = -0.046, t-value = 0.975, p = 0.165). Contrary to expectations, all
of the moderating effects of workplace support H3a-d and H4a-d, while significant, were in a
positive direction suggesting support increased restaurant workers’ burnout. Thus, hypotheses 3ad

and 4a-d were not supported.
Next, the researcher examined the effect sizes (f2) of all exogenous constructs. The effect

size evaluates the change within the R2 value when an exogenous variable is excluded from the
model. Therefore, the effect size (f2) helps explain if the excluded construct substantially impacts
R2 values on the endogenous constructs. According to Hair et al. (2017), an f2 value under 0.02
indicates small or no effect, an f2 value of 0.15 indicates a medium effect, and a value over 0.35
represents a large effect (from: Cohen, 1988). The f2 effect sizes of all the significant paths
ranged from 0.03 to 1.06. The largest effect size was between workplace stress and job
disengagement (f2 = 1.06), followed by job satisfaction and intention to stay (f2 = 0.94), and
workplace stress and exhaustion (f2 = 0.72). The remaining relationships had a medium to small
effect size: the moderating role of perceived organizational support on exhaustion (f2 = 0.12) and
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job disengagement (f2 = 0.09), the moderating role of perceived supervisor support on exhaustion
(f2 = 0.08) and job disengagement (f2 = 0.04), the moderating role of perceived coworker support
on exhaustion (f2 = 0.05) and job disengagement (f2 = 0.03), the moderating role of perceived
customer-initiated support on exhaustion (f2 = 0.05) and job disengagement (f2 = 0.05), the direct
effect of exhaustion and job satisfaction (f2 = 0.03), and the direct effect of job disengagement
and job satisfaction (f2 = 0.06) . and job disengagement (f2 = 0.72). Again, the moderating
relationships or workplace support were in a positive direction and did not buffer the effects of
workplace stress on either dimension of burnout; thus, these hypotheses were not supported.
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Table 20: Structural Research Model Results

Hypothesis
H1
H2
H3a
H3b
H3c
H3d
H4a
H4b
H4c
H4d
H5
H6
H7
H8

Paths
WS → EX
WS → JD
POS_WS → EX
PSS_WS → EX
PCWS_WS → EX
PCIS_WS → EX
POS_WS → JD
PSS_WS → JD
PCWS_WS → JD
PCIS_WS → JD
EX → JS
JD → JS
JS → IS
JS → CT

Path
coefficients (β) T-Value
0.696
12.521
0.816
19.661
0.230
4.660
0.193
2.771
0.141
3.117
0.169
3.443
0.188
4.408
0.136
2.481
0.103
2.864
0.155
3.306
-0.219
2.682
-0.345
4.663
0.706
14.424
-0.046
0.975

95 % CI
[0.696, 12.521]
[0.816, 19.661]
[0.150, 0.301]
[0.193, 2.771]
[0.141, 3.117]
[0.092, 0.252]
[0.188, 4.408]
[0.045, 0.216]
[0.049, 0.166]
[0.087, 0.243]
[-0.219, 2.682]
[-0.345, 4.663]
[0.706, 14.424]
[-0.046, 0.975]
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P-Value
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.003
0.001
0.000
0.000
0.007
0.002
0.000
0.004
0.000
0.000
0.165

f2
0.72
1.06
0.12
0.08
0.05
0.05
0.09
0.04
0.03
0.05
0.03
0.06
0.94
0.00

Status
Supported
Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Supported
Supported
Supported
Not Supported

4.5.2.2 Mediation Analysis Results
Although the mediated paths in the structural model were not hypothesized in this study
(note: these paths were established based on prior literature), the researcher analyzed the
mediated relationships. This was necessary to provide a better understanding of the relationships
in this research model. Therefore, the researcher examined the structural relationship of six
mediated paths, displayed in Table 21.
First, the mediated paths of exhaustion (β = -0.138, t-value = 2.558, p < 0.05) and job
disengagement (β = -0.246, t-value = 4.344, p < 0.001) between workplace stress and job
satisfaction were confirmed. The direct effect of workplace stress on job satisfaction was
significant (β = 0.695, t-value = 8.734, p < 0.001); therefore, it can be concluded that both
exhaustion and job disengagement partially mediate the relationship between workplace stress
and job satisfaction.
Next, the mediated paths of job satisfaction between both exhaustion (β = -0.156, t-value
= 2.545, p < 0.05) and job disengagement (β = -0.241, t-value = 4.261, p < 0.001) and intention
to stay were confirmed. The direct effect of exhaustion (β = -0.010, t-value = 0.143, p = 0.443)
and job disengagement (β = -0.039, t-value = 0.586, p = 0.279) on intention to stay was not
significant; therefore, it can be concluded that job satisfaction fully mediates the relationship
between both exhaustion and job disengagement and intentions to stay.
Finally, the mediated paths of job satisfaction between both exhaustion (β = 0.010, tvalue = 0.830, p = 0.203) and job disengagement (β = 0.016, t-value = 0.931, p = 0.176) and
career turnover was not significant. However, the direct effects of exhaustion (β = 0.344, t-value

133

= 4.245, p < 0.001) and job disengagement (β = 0.392, t-value = 4.042, p < 0.001) on career
turnover were significant; therefore, we can conclude that job satisfaction does not mediate the
relationships between either dimension of burnout (exhaustion or job disengagement) and career
turnover.
Table 21: Mediation Relationships in the Structural Model
Path
coefficients
Path
(β)
WS → JS
0.695
WS → EX → JS
-0.138
WS → JD → JS
-0.246
EX → IS
-0.010
EX → JS → IS
-0.156
JD → IS
-0.039
JD → JS → IS
-0.241
EX → CT
0.344
EX → JS → CT
0.010
JD → CT
0.392
JD → JS → CT
0.016

T-Value
8.734
2.558
4.344
0.143
2.545
0.586
4.261
4.245
0.830
4.042
0.931

95 % CI
P-Value
[0.695, 8.734]
0.000
[-0.225, -0.051] 0.005
[-0.346, -0.153] 0.000
[-0.010, 0.143] 0.443
[-0.251, -0.05]
0.006
[-0.039, 0.586] 0.279
[-0.339, -0.148] 0.000
[0.344, 4.245]
0.000
[-0.004, 0.039] 0.203
[0.392, 4.042]
0.000
[-0.008, 0.051] 0.176

f2
0.28
0.28
0.28
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.10

Conclusion
Mediation
Mediation
Mediation
Mediation
No Effect
No Effect

4.5.2.3 Results of the Hypothesis Testing
A total of 14 hypotheses were developed through an extensive literature review presented
in Chapters 1 and 2. As noted earlier, all but one hypothesis were found to be statistically
significant; however, 8 of those hypotheses related to workplace support were in the wrong
direction, thus not supported. After conducting PLS-SEM analysis using SmartPLS version 3 to
assess the measurement and structural models, the hypotheses were evaluated based on the
results of this analysis. Table 22 summarizes these results and is followed by a discussion and
the results of each hypothesis.
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Table 22: Results of the Hypothesis
Hypothesis
H1: Workplace stressors have a positive impact on exhaustion.
H2: Workplace stressors have a positive impact on job disengagement.
H3: Workplace support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H3a: Perceived organizational support negatively moderates the
relationship between workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H3b: Perceived supervisor support negatively moderates the relationship
between workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H3c: Perceived coworker support negatively moderates the relationship
between workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H3d: Perceived customer-initiated support negatively moderates the
relationship between workplace stressors and exhaustion.
H4: Workplace support negatively moderates the relationship between
workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H4a: Perceived organizational support negatively moderates the
relationship between workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H4b: Perceived supervisor support negatively moderates the relationship
between workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H4c: Perceived coworker support negatively moderates the relationship
between workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H4d: Perceived customer-initiated support negatively moderates the
relationship between workplace stressors and job disengagement.
H5: Exhaustion has a negative impact on job satisfaction.
H6: Job disengagement has a negative impact on job satisfaction.
H7: Job satisfaction has a positive impact on intention to stay with the
employer.
H8: Job satisfaction has a negative impact on intention to leave the
industry (career turnover).

Results
Supported
Supported

Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported

Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Supported
Supported
Supported
Not Supported

Hypothesis 1 stated that workplace stressors have a positive impact on exhaustion. The
path coefficient between these two variables was found to be significant and in the expected
direction, indicating that workplace stress increases the level of exhaustion (β = 0.696, t-value =
12.521, p < 0.001) among the participants in this study. Therefore, these results support
Hypothesis 1 and are consistent with expected results. This finding is consistent with previous
studies in which workplace stress increases worker exhaustion, defined as “feelings of being
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overextended and depleted of one's emotional and physical resources” (Maslach and Leiter 2016,
p. 351), which is a long-term consequence of prolonged exposure to certain demands (Demerouti
et al., 2001).
Hypothesis 2 stated that workplace stressors have a positive impact on job
disengagement. Similarly, the path coefficient between these two variables was found to be
significant and in the expected direction, indicating that workplace stress increases the level of
job disengagement (β = 0.696, t-value = 12.521, p < 0.001) among the participants in this study.
Therefore, these results support Hypothesis 2 and are consistent with expected results. This
finding supports previous studies in which workplace stress increases worker job disengagement,
defined as a worker “distancing oneself from one's work, and experiencing negative attitudes
toward the work object, work content, or one's work in general (Demerouti et al., 2001).
Hypotheses 3 and 4 stated that four types of workplace support [each] negatively
moderate (buffers) the relationship between workplace stressors and burnout, conceptualized as
two dimensions: exhaustion and job disengagement, as originally proposed by (Demerouti et al.,
2001). The buffering hypothesis, as popularized by Cohen and Wills (1985) and expanded on by
many occupational stress researchers, suggests that social support can buffer [mediate] the
negative impact of job demands on health and well-being (Häusser et al., 2010; Van der Doef &
Maes, 1999). That is to say that the presence of workplace support should minimize the negative
effects of workplace stress in the development of burnout, i.e., exhaustion and job
disengagement. Interestingly and inconsistent with expectations, the results of this study found
that all forms of workplace support positively moderated the influence of workplace stressors on
both dimensions of burnout and did not buffer the impact of workplace stressors; thus,
hypotheses H3a-d and H4a-d were not supported.
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Hypothesis 3a stated that perceived organizational support negatively moderates (buffers)
the relationship between workplace stressors and exhaustion. The results indicate that perceived
organizational support had a positive and statistically significant moderating effect on the
relationship between workplace stressors and exhaustion (β = 0.230, t-value = 4.660, p < 0.001),
suggesting that perceived organizational support increased the impact of workplace stress on
exhaustion; thus, hypothesis 3a was not supported.
Hypothesis 3b stated that perceived supervisor support negatively moderates (buffers) the
relationship between workplace stressors and exhaustion. The results indicate that perceived
supervisor support had a positive and statistically significant moderating effect on the
relationship between workplace stressors and exhaustion (β = 0.193, t-value = 2.771, p < 0.05),
suggesting that perceived supervisor support increased the impact of workplace stress on
exhaustion; thus, hypothesis 3b was not supported.
Hypothesis 3c stated that perceived coworker support negatively moderates (buffers) the
relationship between workplace stressors and exhaustion. The results indicate that perceived
coworker support had a positive and statistically significant moderating effect on the relationship
between workplace stressors and exhaustion (β = 0.141, t-value = 3.117, p < 0.001), suggesting
that perceived coworker support increased the impact of workplace stress on exhaustion; thus,
hypothesis 3c was not supported.
Hypothesis 3d stated that perceived customer-initiated support negatively moderates
(buffers) the relationship between workplace stressors and exhaustion. The results indicate that
perceived customer-initiated support had a positive and statistically significant moderating effect
on the relationship between workplace stressors and exhaustion (β = 0.169, t-value = 3.443, p <
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0.001), suggesting that perceived customer-initiated support increased the impact of workplace
stress on exhaustion; thus, hypothesis 3d was not supported.
Hypothesis 4a stated that perceived organizational support negatively moderates (buffers)
the relationship between workplace stressors and job disengagement. The results indicate that
perceived organizational support had a positive and statistically significant moderating effect on
the relationship between workplace stressors and job disengagement (β = 0.188, t-value = 4.408,
p < 0.001), suggesting that perceived organizational support increased the impact of workplace
stress on job disengagement; thus, hypothesis 4a was not supported.
Hypothesis 4b stated that perceived supervisor support negatively moderates (buffers) the
relationship between workplace stressors and job disengagement. The results indicate that
perceived supervisor support had a positive and statistically significant moderating effect on the
relationship between workplace stressors and job disengagement (β = 0.136, t-value = 2.481, p <
0.05), suggesting that perceived supervisor support increased the impact of workplace stress on
job disengagement; thus, hypothesis 4b was not supported.
Hypothesis 4c stated that perceived coworker support negatively moderates (buffers) the
relationship between workplace stressors and job disengagement. The results indicate that
perceived coworker support had a positive and statistically significant moderating effect on the
relationship between workplace stressors and job disengagement (β = 0.103, t-value = 2.864, p <
0.05), suggesting that perceived coworker support increased the impact of workplace stress on
job disengagement; thus, hypothesis 4c was not supported.
Hypothesis 4d stated that perceived customer-initiated support negatively moderates
(buffers) the relationship between workplace stressors and job disengagement. The results
indicate that perceived customer-initiated support had a positive and statistically significant
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moderating effect on the relationship between workplace stressors and job disengagement (β =
0.155, t-value = 3.306, p < 0.001), suggesting that perceived customer-initiated support increased
the impact of workplace stress on job disengagement; thus, hypothesis 4d was not supported.
Figure 5 shows the moderating interaction effects.
Hypothesis 5 stated that exhaustion has a negative impact on job satisfaction. The path
coefficient between these two variables was found to be significant and in the expected direction,
indicating that exhaustion decreases the level of job satisfaction (β = -0.219, t-value = 2.682, p <
0.05) among the participants in this study. Therefore, these results support Hypothesis 5 and are
consistent with expected results. This finding is consistent with previous burnout studies.
Hypothesis 6 stated that job disengagement has a negative impact on job satisfaction. The
path coefficient between these two variables was found to be significant and in the expected
direction, indicating that job disengagement decreases the level of job satisfaction (β = -0.345, tvalue = 4.663, p < 0.001) among the participants in this study. Therefore, these results support
Hypothesis 6 and are consistent with expected results. This finding is consistent with previous
burnout studies.
Hypothesis 7 stated that job satisfaction has a positive impact on intention to stay with
the employer. The path coefficient between these two variables was found to be significant and
in the expected direction, indicating that job satisfaction increases the level of intention to stay
with their employer (β = 0.706, t-value = 14.424, p < 0.001) among the participants in this study.
Therefore, these results support Hypothesis 7 and are consistent with expected results. This
finding is consistent with retention intention studies.
Hypothesis 8 stated that job satisfaction has a negative impact on intention to leave the
industry (career turnover). The path coefficient between these two variables was found to be in
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the expected direction; however, the relationship was found to be insignificant (β = -0.046, tvalue = .975, p > 0.10) among the participants in this study. Therefore, these results do not
support Hypothesis 8 and are interesting and unexpected, since prior studies found job
satisfaction decreases turnover intentions (the intention to leave your current employer);
however, there are fewer studies that have explored intention to leave the profession. Figure 6
provides the results of the PLS-SEM structural model.

140

Figure 5: Moderating Effects
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Figure 6: PLS-SEM Structural Model Results
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4.6 Summary
This chapter provided the results of this quantitative study. The chapter began with a
discussion about data collection, data screening and preparation, demographic data, and other
descriptive statistics. Next, the analysis of the measurement and structural model were presented
as well as an explanation of the results. After providing a detailed analysis of the results, the
researcher presented a discussion about the results of the hypothesis of this study. Finally, the
structural research model was presented with the results and significance of the path coefficients.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Chapter Introduction
The purpose of this dissertation was to investigate the effects of occupational stress on
restaurant worker well-being and understand how these relate to employment from two
perspectives: retention—intention to stay with employer (IS), and career turnover—intention to
leave the industry (CT), particularly during the Covid-19 post-pandemic recovery phase.
Additionally, this study sought to better understand the role that workplace social support plays,
including, Perceived Organizational Support (POS), Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS),
Perceived Coworker Support (PCWS), and Perceived Customer-Initiated Support (PCIS) play in
mitigating the effects of occupational stress in restaurant workers. The final chapter presents a
discussion about the major findings of this study. First, a summary of the research methods is
provided, followed by a discussion of the major conclusions and results. Next, the theoretical and
managerial implications are discussed. Finally, the study limitations and suggestion for future
research are provided.

5.2 Summary of the Research Methods
The main research question driving this dissertation was: Why are people leaving the
restaurant industry in droves, during the COVID-19 pandemic? And, perhaps more importantly,
what has made some people stay? From these overarching questions several research questions
were developed to guide this study:
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R1. What impact has workplace stress had on restaurant workers’ mental well-being
(burnout and satisfaction) during the Covid-19 post-pandemic recovery period?
R2. What role does various types of social support (POS, PSSS, PCWS, PCIS) in the
workplace play in restaurant worker mental well-being (burnout) during the Covid-19
post-pandemic recovery period?
R3. During the Covid-19 post-pandemic recovery period, which stress and well-being
factors (burnout and satisfaction) affect career choice or retention intentions the most
(CT, IS)?
To address these questions, 14 hypotheses were developed following an extensive
literature review and conceptual model, and the research model proposed the structural paths of
the major constructs found to be important in this study. A quantitative approach was taken to
explore the relationships proposed in the research model, a cross-sectional sampling method was
used, and data was collected through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk or M-Turk. The target
population for this study was hourly FOH employees working in the U.S. full-service restaurant
industry. Based on the COR theory (resource loss/gain spirals and resource caravans) (Hobföll,
1989) and the buffering hypothesis of social support (Cohen & Wills, 1985), a self-administered
survey was developed in Qualtrics to test the hypotheses of this study and contained
approximately 60 items representing 12 constructs, and one second-order construct. Workplace
Stressors (WS) were initially made up iof three dimensions: restaurant work stressors (RWS),
current environment stressors (CES), unfair labor practices (ULP). Burnout was conceptualized
as two distinct dimensions: exhaustion (EX) and job disengagement (JD). Finally, job
satisfaction (JS), intention to stay (IS), and career turnover (CT) were included in the model.
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Once the data was collected, the cases were screened, and the data was prepared using
SPSS 24. This involved eliminating unengaged responses as well as multivariate outliers.
Additionally, since the workplace stress measurement items were adapted from a hotel study,
exploratory factor analysis was conducted using principal components analysis to identify which
dimension of workplace stress each item represented. Subsequently, only items related to two
dimensions were identified: (RWS) and (CES).
Then, to analyze the relationships and test the hypothesis of this study, structural equation
modeling using SmartPLS version 3 was employed. A two-step process was utilized. First, to
test the measurement model, the reliability and validity of the construct measures were assessed.
Second, the structural model was assessed to examine the predictive power and relevance of
constructs in the model and to test the hypothesis of this study. The hypothesis testing involved
testing the moderating effects of workplace support using a two-stage approach. Finally,
although not hypothesized in this study, the mediated relationships were assessed. A detailed
presentation of the results can be found in chapter 4 or refer to Tables 21 and 22 for the statistical
results.

5.3 Discussion of the Results and Major Conclusions
To conduct the analysis in SmartPLS, a bootstrapping procedure was performed using
300 iterations and 5,000 subsamples to examine the path coefficients. The results show that
workplace stress explains 56% of the variance in job disengagement (R2 = 0.562) and 53% of the
variance in exhaustion (R2 = 0.530). Additionally, job satisfaction explains 58% of the variance
in intention to stay (R2 = 0.580). Finally, burnout only explains 23% of the variance in job
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satisfaction (R2 = 0.231), which may be consider strong in certain research streams (Hair et al.,
2017).
The results of the hypothesis tests showed that all of the paths except for H8 were
significant at the 5% level (nine paths: p < 0.001, four paths: p < 0.05). Specifically, the path
between job satisfaction and career turnover was insignificant (β = -0.046, t-value = 0.975, p =
0.165). Additional, in contrast to expectations, all of the moderating effects of workplace support
H3a-d and H4a-d, were in a positive direction suggesting support increased restaurant worker’s
burnout; therefore, the buffering hypothesis of social support was not supported and warrants
further investigation into how workplace support affects the retention and turnover process.
The results show that workplace stressors had a positive impact on exhaustion (β = 0.696,
t-value = 12.521, p < 0.001) and job disengagement (β = 0.696, t-value = 12.521, p < 0.001). As
noted earlier, perceived organizational support did not buffer or dampen the impact of workplace
stressors on exhaustion (β = 0.230, t-value = 4.660, p < 0.001) or job disengagement (β = 0.188,
t-value = 4.408, p < 0.001), suggesting that perceived organizational support increased the
impact of workplace stress on job disengagement. Likewise, perceived supervisor did not buffer
or dampen the impact of workplace stressors on exhaustion (β = 0.193, t-value = 2.771, p < 0.05)
or job disengagement (β = 0.136, t-value = 2.481, p < 0.05). Similarly, perceived coworker
support did not buffer or dampen the impact of workplace stressors on exhaustion (β = 0.141, tvalue = 3.117, p < 0.001) or job disengagement (β = 0.103, t-value = 2.864, p < 0.05). also,
perceived customer-initiated support did not buffer or dampen the impact of workplace stressors
on exhaustion (β = 0.169, t-value = 3.443, p < 0.001) or job disengagement (β = 0.155, t-value =
3.306, p < 0.001).
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Exhaustion (β = -0.219, t-value = 2.682, p < 0.05) and job disengagement (β = -0.345, tvalue = 4.663, p < 0.001) had a negative impact on job satisfaction. Job satisfaction had a
positive impact on intention to stay with employer (β = 0.706, t-value = 14.424, p < 0.001);
however, the path between job satisfaction and intention to leave the industry (career turnover)
was found be insignificant (β = -0.046, t-value = .975, p > 0.10) Figure 6 provides the results of
the PLS-SEM structural model.
As noted in chapter 4, the mediated paths in the structural model were established based
on prior literature, thus, not hypothesized for the model in this study. However, the researcher
did conduct additional analysis to confirm the mediated relationships. As shown in Table 21,
the mediated paths of exhaustion (β = -0.138, t-value = 2.558, p < 0.05) and job disengagement
(β = -0.246, t-value = 4.344, p < 0.001) between workplace stress and job satisfaction were
confirmed. Since the direct effect of workplace stress on job satisfaction was significant (β =
0.695, t-value = 8.734, p < 0.001), it was concluded that both exhaustion and job disengagement
partially mediate the relationship between workplace stress and job satisfaction. Next, the
mediated paths of job satisfaction between both exhaustion (β = -0.156, t-value = 2.545, p <
0.05) and job disengagement (β = -0.241, t-value = 4.261, p < 0.001) and intention to stay were
confirmed. Since the direct effects of exhaustion (β = -0.010, t-value = 0.143, p = 0.443) and job
disengagement (β = -0.039, t-value = 0.586, p = 0.279) on intention to stay were not significant,
it was concluded that job satisfaction fully mediated the relationship between both exhaustion
and job disengagement, and intentions to stay. On the other hand, the mediated paths of job
satisfaction between both exhaustion (β = 0.010, t-value = 0.830, p = 0.203) and job
disengagement (β = 0.016, t-value = 0.931, p = 0.176) and career turnover was not significant.
Despite this, it is worth noting the direct effects of exhaustion (β = 0.344, t-value = 4.245, p <
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0.001) and job disengagement (β = 0.392, t-value = 4.042, p < 0.001) on career turnover were
significant. Thus, it was concluded that job satisfaction does not mediate the relationships
between either dimension of burnout (exhaustion or job disengagement) and career turnover;
however, the results show that burnout does have a positive and statistically significant effect on
career turnover.
In summary, the effects of workplace stress on both dimensions of burnout (i.e.,
exhaustion and job disengagement) were significant and in the expected direction and burnout
had a negative impact on job satisfaction. Job satisfaction positively predicted intention to stay
(i.e., retention); however, it was not significantly related to intention to leave the industry (i.e.,
career turnover). Although, burnout did have a direct effect on career turnover. Interestingly, the
role of workplace support in buffering the negative effects of workplace stress on either
dimension of burnout, as proposed by the COR theory (Hobföll, 1989) and the buffering
hypothesis (Cohen & Wills, 1985), was not supported. Although, every dimension of workplace
support (perceived organizational support, perceived supervisor support, perceived coworker
support, and perceived customer-initiated support) played a similar and significant role in adding
to burnout in the participants in this study. This suggests that either workplace support may be a
source of workplace stress, or the role of workplace support may operate in a systematically
different way, such as by adding to restaurant workers’ job satisfaction.
Danna and Griffin (1999) noted that interventions influencing worker well-being may
occur at any point in their workplace well-being framework. The conceptual model in this study
followed the highly popular view of the COR theory (Hobföll, 1989) and the buffering
hypothesis of social support (Cohen & Wills, 1985), which posits that social support forms a
protective buffer from stress, shielding the worker from the negative impact of stress on their
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well-being. However, others such as Koeske and Koeske (1993) have argued that social support
intervenes after burnout occurs, due to workplace stress. Specifically, they presented an alternate
burnout model of stress (stressor strain support outcome (SSO)) and found that workplace
support played no role in buffering exhaustion or personal accomplishment (Maslach’s MBI
equivalent to job disengagement); although, support did intervene positively with job satisfaction
and negatively with turnover intensions. According to this model, the various forms of stress
included in this study could moderate the role of burnout on job satisfaction (i.e., buffer the
negative impact of exhaustion and job disengagement) or turnover intentions. The findings of
this study indicate a need to explore alternative explanations or mechanisms of the role of
workplace stress but are beyond the scope of this study for two reasons. First, we cannot claim
that workplace support increases the level of burnout in workers without a priori theoretical
justification, which should be specified prior to collecting the data (Hair et al., 2010). Second,
changing the path in hypothesized model to meet the needs of the research or to better fit the data
would be considered unethical (Creswell, 2014) Considering the original research questions of
this dissertation and the theoretical underpinnings of the research model developed for this study,
the researcher chose not to engage in post hoc hypothesis development, instead presented the
results the data provided. Instead, exploring different mechanisms of workplace stress will be
presented later as a recommendation for future research.
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5.4 Implications

5.4.1 Theoretical Implications
The first major contribution of this is to the turnover literature. Employee turnover has
been one of the most heavily studied concepts in organizational research because of the serious
consequences and high costs; however, it is still of great interest to researchers since there is a
need to understand this phenomenon since some of what we do know may be outdated and
limited in scope (Rubenstein et al., 2018) In other words, it is well known that job satisfaction
and organizational commitment are important predictors of turnover intentions, which grew from
the first formal theory (March & Simon, 1958) which emphasized mainly the desire to leave (i.e.,
job satisfaction) and ease of leaving (i.e., job alternatives). Rubenstein et al. (2018, p. 24), in
their meta-analytic review of employee turnover, noted that for almost 60 years, most of the
research has been “mostly atheoretical,” yet the number of predictors grew to almost 50 different
variables (Holtom et al., 2008; Hom et al., 2017). Thus, Rubenstein et al. (2018) recommended
investigating more complex “predictor combinations in more thoughtful, theory driven ways” (p.
52). They also recommended research using models that look at turnover in different ways by
including additional constructs that create contextual and multiple level effects such as, in the
case of this study, the influence of social networks, workplace stress, and burnout.
Additionally, this study investigated turnover from two different perspectives: retention
(i.e., intention to stay) and career change intention (i.e., career turnover), departing from the
typical “employee turnover,” which solely reflects a worker’s intention to quit. Intention to quit
could mean, that a worker will quit their restaurant job because they want to work for another
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restaurant that provides better benefits or a better working environment. Alternatively, a
restaurant worker could be looking to quit their job to get a new job in a new industry, leaving
the restaurant industry altogether. As Cho et al. (2009) proposed, turnover and retention should
not be viewed as “two sides of the same coin” because different antecedents may affect turnover
and retention differently. This notion was confirmed by this study, finding job satisfaction
positively influences employee retention (IS) by mediating the relationship between both
dimensions of burnout (EX and JD) and intention to stay with the employer. In contrast, job
satisfaction did not play a role in mediating the relationship between burnout and career change
intentions/career turnover (CT), even though burnout (EX and JD) was positively and
significantly related to career turnover (CT). This suggests that job satisfaction plays a different
role in meditating the effects of burnout and two different types of employment decisions (i.e., IS
and CT).
Next, this study added to the literature on Hobföll’s (1989) COR theory, which posits that
resource loss and/or the perception of losses is a critical factor in the stressor-strain process in
several ways. COR theory argues that groups or individuals that are resource-rich are better able
to cope when faced with stressful situations and that groups or individuals that are resource-poor
will more quickly face resource losses, which can then “spiral,” leading to both behavioral and
attitudinal outcomes related to burnout and negative well-being. An important notion of COR
theory is the influence of “communities” and the concept of resource caravans and caravan
passageways, which reflects how [more or less] positive communities have the resources and
abilities to deal with threats. On the other hand, risk factor caravans reflect a [more or less]
negative community, marked by low levels of support or self-esteem, which puts these groups at
higher risk when faced with threats. Moreover, COR theory is particularly appropriate in studies
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during a crisis or disaster because the volatility of a crisis and threat of resource loss creates an
increased level of psychological [acute] distress, thus activating coping responses (Hobföll,
2001), which over time can develop into burnout, a form of chronic distress, which results in
emotional exhaustion, alienation from others, decreased productivity, and increased absenteeism
(Maslach & Leiter, 1997). In other words, over time, stressful periods such as the Covid-19
pandemic, create a sense of what Hobföll (2001) referred to as a “lack of resource gain,” making
workers question their jobs and wonder if “it is really worth it” (i.e., worth their time and effort).
This study confirms the notion that chronic stress, in the form of exhaustion and job
disengagement, can form due to stressful working conditions in the current work environment (at
the time of this study, i.e., January 2022). It is worth noting that the iso-strain hypothesis,
originally proposed in the JDC model of stress and widely adopted by the majority of
occupational stress models of stress including COR theory was confirmed in this study. The isostrain hypothesis states that “high strain jobs” (high demand/low control or support) increase
mental or physical illness and reduce well-being for individuals (Häusser et al., 2010; Van der
Doef & Maes, 1999), which in the case of this study was conceptualized as burnout.
Consistent with COR theory, this study found that burnout leads to a decrease in job
satisfaction. Moreover, consistent with the notion of resource caravans, job satisfaction (which
can be viewed as a resource) increased restaurant workers’ intention to stay with the employer.
This study shows that restaurant workers who are satisfied with their job have no intention of
finding a new employer within the restaurant industry. Furthermore, according to the results of
this study, we cannot say that job satisfaction decreases the intentions to find a new career or
leave the restaurant industry altogether.
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Finally, the study’s third major theoretical contribution relates to the buffering model of
social support (Cohen & Wills, 1985). The very popular notion proposed by Cohen and Wills
(1985) argued that individuals with strong levels of social support have a protective barrier that
preserves or even contributes to their well-being, particularly when put under stressful
conditions. This notion was adopted by the COR theory and viewed social support as a resource;
however, as Hobföll (1989, p. 517) notes, “social support does not fit in any one category…
rather, social relations are seen as a resource to the extent that they provide or facilitate the
preservation of valued resources, but they also can detract from individuals' resources.” This, he
suggests, is aligned with the buffering hypothesis, which states that high levels of support are
beneficial when faced with stressful situational demands (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Hobföll, 1985b),
but can be futile or even detrimental when support is low or absent (Hobföll & London, 1986;
Riley & Eckenrode, 1986; Rook, 1984). This study does not provide support for the buffering
hypothesis of social support as originally proposed by Cohen and Wills (1985); however, results
are consistent with COR theory’s description of social support, showing that social support can
increase the effects of workplace stress on the burnout (EX and JD) or even have no effect when
support is perceived to be low. A good visual of this can be seen in Figure 5, where the slope of
low POS*W → JD is almost zero, and the level of exhaustion for low POS*WS → EX is higher
than high POS. According to COR, as noted above, social support can detract from or add to a
worker’s pool of resources.
Moreover, the results of this study suggest that the role of social support may detract
from restaurant workers’ well-being by increasing their levels of exhaustion and job
disengagement; however, workplace social support may have a systematically different effect by
perhaps adding to a workers’ job satisfaction, a resource reflecting the positive appraisal of one’s
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job or employer. As noted earlier in the results, this notion was presented with promising results
by Koeske and Koeske’s (1993) Stressor Strain Outcome (SSO) model of stress. The results of
this study are consistent with their study, which found that social support was positively,
although not statistically significantly, to emotional exhaustion. The findings of this study,
shown in Table 20, show that all of the moderating relationships between workplace social
support (POS, PSS, PCWS, and PCIS) and both dimensions of burnout (EX and JD) are positive,
yet the effects sizes are considered medium to small, ranging from f2 = 0.03 to 0.12. Koeske and
Koeske (1993) argue that moderating role of social support occurs after the burnout process. This
may be the case here and will be considered a recommendation for future research. Additionally,
this study conceptualized workplace support to include three sources of social support: perceived
organizational support, perceived supervisor support, perceived coworker support, and perceived
customer-initiated support. As noted earlier, this is the first study to date that included the
construct or customer-initiate support, and results show it plays a significant and similar role as
the other forms of social support at work. This has important theoretical and practical
implications since the hospitality business is the “people business,” and the interactions between
the worker and customer as a form of support have largely been ignored. Based on the results of
this study, PCIS should be included as a source of social support in future studies investigate
workplace support.

5.4.2 Practical Implications
This research investigated the impact of occupational stress in FOH hourly restaurant
workers during the Covid-19 post-pandemic recovery period. The restaurant industry has been
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hit particularly hard, and amidst the pandemic, it was suspected that many restaurant workers
were questioning whether or not the restaurant industry was worth it (Hsu, 2021). Restaurant
turnover has long been one of the restaurant industry’s biggest problems (Rosenbaum, 2019,
August 29). This dissertation provided practical implications from three major perspectives:
turnover, well-being, social support.
First, this study took place during the recovery phase of the Covid-19 pandemic; thus, it
captured FOH restaurant workers’ turnover intentions in the context of this crisis. Additionally, it
looked at turnover intentions from new and multiple perspective retention (IS) and career change
intentions (CT)) departing from the highly studied “turnover intention.” As noted by Rubenstein
et al. (2018), models investigating turnover intentions should go beyond job satisfaction and
intention to quit and measuring turnover during “key events” would be fruitful. While this, as
noted earlier, has major theoretical implications, there are also practical implications. Namely,
job satisfaction was an important predictor of intention to stay (IS); however, it was not
significantly related to career turnover (CT). This suggests there is something else, perhaps
multiple factors, that drive the decision to change careers, but according to the results of this
study, managers should focus on factors that create job satisfaction. That would mean investing
in strategies to minimize stress and reduce job burnout (Yang, 2010). Strategies that could be
useful are increased pay, bonuses and other extrinsic rewards, training, promotions, and creating
a positive work environment (Rubenstein et al., 1018).
Next, well-being defined by the Oxford online dictionary as the state of being
comfortable, healthy, or happy; thus, a wide variety of factors represent a state of well-being (De
Simone, 2014). These can be physical (cf. Cooper, Kirkaldy, & Brown, 1994), emotional,
psychological (cf. Cartwright & Cooper, 1993), and mental perspectives (cf. Anderson &
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Grunert, 1997). This study conceptualized well-being from two perspectives: (1) burnout as a
form of psychological and physical strain (negative well-being) represented by exhaustion and
job disengagement, and (2) job satisfaction defined as a positive emotional appraisal of one’s job
(Locke, 1969), which represents a positive psychological indicator of important organizational
outcomes such as greater affective and continuance commitment and turnover intentions (Yang,
2010). The findings of this study show a direct effect of workplace stressors on job satisfaction
(β = 0.695, t-value = 8.734, p < 0.001); however, the existence of burnout, a condition that
develops as a result of chronic or prolonged exposure to stressful conditions (Demerouti et al.,
2001), was also found. The notion of workplace stressors adding to a sense of job satisfaction is
supported by the notion of eustress, defined by (O’Sullivan, 2011, p. 155), “a positive
psychological response to a stressor,” which suggests the demands of restaurant work stressors
can be rewarding. On the other hand, when the workplace stressors become chronic, they can
develop into distress representing “a negative psychological response to a stressor,’’ which is
what most people think of as occupational or workplace stress (Beehr, 1995). In other words,
workplace stressors in the restaurant industry can positively or negatively affect restaurant
workers’ well-being, particularly when looking at FOH restaurant workers.
In line with prior research, this study showed that restaurant organizations should
investigate ways to improve restaurant worker well-being; that is, reduce burnout and increase
job satisfaction. These strategies include providing health benefits to include medical insurance
and health and wellness improvement programs (Danna & Griffin, 1999). Providing educational
programs that promote a healthier lifestyle by teaching about healthier diets, exercise, weight
loss, and stress reduction techniques can decrease medical and disability costs, reduce
absenteeism and turnover, while improving morale and overall job satisfaction. (Danna &
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Griffin, 1999). Additionally, companies can employ strategies to manage workplace stressors to
minimize workplace stress. The majority of respondents in this study either stayed with their
current employer (25.4%) or returned to them after the lockdowns in (39.7%), which shows
many were not looking to leave, and those restaurant companies may have been responding by
employing strategies to reduce worker strain. This was apparent by the many public service
announcements in the form memes and posts on social media sites such as Facebook and
Instagram that asked customers to be kind to restaurant workers because they were dealing with
staff and product shortages, and excess work. Clearly, restaurants were engaging in stress
reduction techniques aimed at managing various forms of social support (i.e., a message from the
organization (POS) and the supervisor (PSS) “please be nice and care”; messages from the
coworkers PCWS and customers PCIS “this is what makes my job worth it”—posting a picture
of a guest check on social media with a nice message and an extraordinary tip). While these
examples are anecdotal, they evidently show the important role of various actors in workplace
support.
Finally, the role of social support in the workplace has been of great interest to
occupational stress researchers; however, there is a lack of consensus on the exact process
through which social support reduces the harmful effects and how various types of support can
benefit workers is (Beehr & McGrath, 1992). As noted above, this study adopted the highly
popular buffering hypothesis (Cohen & Wills 1985), which was also adopted by the COR theory
(Hobföll, 2001). It investigated the role of support in protecting individuals from the negative
effects of stress on restaurant worker well-being, namely, burnout. This study showed that high
levels of social support do not buffer or minimize the effects of workplace stressors on burnout.
On the contrary, this model demonstrated that workplace support added to restaurant workers’
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sense of exhaustion and job disengagement. These interesting results suggest that workplace
support may play a different role by benefiting restaurant workers differently, perhaps by
increasing a restaurant workers’ sense of job satisfaction. While this was not the focus of this
study since the conceptual model was grounded in the buffering hypothesis of social support
(Cohen & Wills 1985) and COR theory (Hobföll, 2001), this notion of support directly affecting
job satisfaction or even moderating the relationship between burnout and job satisfaction could
explain these results and is supported by the well-being framework presented by Danna and
Griffin (1999), which is displayed in Figure 2. Their framework shows “relationships at work” as
a form of occupational stress that directly affects well-being in the workplace. This study shows
that workplace support is important to restaurant workers’ well-being. Despite not acting as a
buffer between workplace stressors and burnout, this dissertation and prior literature suggests
that workplace support should still benefit restaurant workers in some way. Futures studies
should investigate this notion, while include the customer as a source of social support in the
workplace.

5.5 Limitations and Future Research
Although this study adds to the literature on turnover theory by providing significant
results, some results were contrary to expectations. This warrants further research on workplace
support to better understand the dynamic impact that various types of support have on improving
job satisfaction. It is important to note some of the limitations of this study.
First, this study utilized a convenience sample, distributing an online Qualtrics survey
distributed through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Although many agree that M-Turk provides an
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affordable method for quick data collection (Bentley et al., 2017), others question the
trustworthiness of this source, despite being one of the most widely used nonprobability
sampling methods (Mortensen & Hughes, 2018). The “popularity and novelty of the platform,”
have “spurred numerous methodological investigations” to appease critiques who questioned the
soundness of this sampling source (Chandler & Shapiro, 2016, p. 53). Despite this criticism, the
limitation of using M-Turk numerous studies have found this nonprobability sampling method to
have the same limitation of other nonprobability sampling methods (Chandler and Shapiro,
2016). That is, studies using M-Turk to collect data have a limitation on generalizability;
however, M-Turk does provide a reliable, cost-effective, and efficient method for collecting data,
especially considering the limitations of other sampling methods (i.e., cost, time, accessibility to
participants) (Mortensen & Hughes, 2017). Therefore, this study was justified in using M-Turk
to collect data for practical reasons; however, the limitation of generalizability of the results is
duly noted. Future research should employ a more robust probabilistic sampling method to allow
more generalizability of the results.
Next, this study was cross-sectional in design, representing a collection from a sample at
a particular point in time. Thus, this study cannot provide assumptions about restaurant workers’
perceptions of workplaces stress and well-being over time. Additionally, related to the crosssectional nature of this study, data was collected in January of 2022, almost two years after the
start of the Covid-19 pandemic. Thus, the sample in this study reflects perceptions of restaurant
workers who have “survived” the pandemic from the employment perspective since they are still
working in or never left the industry. Consequently, the sample does not include the people who
may have left the industry already since a requirement to participate included “currently working
as a FOH, full-service restaurant employee.” This was a matter of practicality since the sample
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size required to represent each group (i.e., those who left and those who stayed) would be
extremely large since the number of members in each group would need to be roughly the same
(Hair et al., 2010).
Additionally, including participants that quit more than a year ago may have threatened
the reliability of the results since memories and true perceptions may have been diminished;
thus, their responses could be over or underestimated. Knowing this, the results could contain
survivorship bias, which asserts that the results of a study can be overestimated because it only
includes those who survived (Shugan, 2018). For example, this study’s sample includes
survivors (currently employed in the restaurant industry) and asks about their job satisfaction.
The results could be overestimated because we do not account for those who were so dissatisfied
that they quit and left the industry. Furthermore, studies that include survivor bias could be
affected by the Anna Karenina (TAK) bias.
The TAK principle suggests that not one single variable (a collection of many)
guarantees success, yet one of many guarantees failure (Shugan, 2007). The TAK principle also
asserts that the observed variables of survivors may exhibit “negligible variation among
survivors because survivors are necessarily alike” (p. 145). For example, asking current product
users about satisfaction with a product will be overestimated because the dissatisfied customer is
no longer a user (Shugan, 2007). The model in this study failed to statistically and significantly
predict intention to leave the industry (CT). This is likely due to these biases. First, the sample
does not contain individuals who have already left the industry, likely now working in a new
industry or not working at all. Second, the important variables for career change intentions may
be missing. In this study, job satisfaction was measured using a global or overall measure of job
satisfaction. Specific facets of job satisfaction (or the absence of) may be the factor that leads to
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career change e.g., satisfaction with pay, satisfaction with working conditions, satisfaction with a
chance for promotion, etc. (Warr et al., 1979). Future research should look at facet-specific
forms of job satisfaction and workers who left the restaurant industry altogether. The latter
would require a more inductive approach involving a more “active” observation of non-survivors
(Shugan, 2007). In other words, a qualitative study to investigate former restaurant workers who
left the restaurant industry during the Covid-19 pandemic could reveal the important variable(s)
that lead to career turnover. Subsequently, the former could be studied employing a deductive
assessment of the identified facet-specific job satisfaction factors.
Finally, this study utilized existing scales from prior studies; however, the high level of
correlation and multi-collinearity between constructs in this study warrants more exploration to
develop an adequate measure to assess workplace stressors specific to the restaurant industry.
The survey in this study adapted a work stress scale from a prior study conducted in the hotel
segment. Subsequently, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted in SPSS using Principal
Components Analysis with Promax rotation since the scale would be tested in the restaurant
industry for the first time. The factor analysis revealed there were only two distinct factors
related to Workplace Stress (WS): Restaurant Work Stressors (RWS) and Current Environment
Stressors (CES), not three as found in Wong et al.’s (2021) study. After the exploratory factor
analysis, there were four items related to RWS which reflected “excessive workload, long
working hours, and tight working time, staff shortage” and eight items related to CES (including
three from RWS and two from Unfair Labor Practices (ULP)), which reflected “repetitive work,
too much job variety, lack of involvement in decision making, insufficient resources, frequent
reporting of hygiene issues, demanding hygiene policies, demand to replace duties with other
departments, and demands to submit ideas for attracting new customers.” Later in the analysis of
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the measurement model one item “staff shortages” was removed from (RWS) and two items
“repetitive work and too much job variety” were removed from CES because of low outer
loadings. The resulting workplace stress scale in this study formed two constructs (RWS and
CES) from three items on RWS and six items on CES. Retaining only 9 of the original 23 items
suggests a problem with the workplace stressor scale used in this study; hence, future studies
should conduct a study validating the construct of workplace stressors in the restaurant industry.
One potential problem suspected by the researcher in this study is “how” the stress
measurement items were asked in the survey. The survey used in this study asked the questions
the same way the prior hotel study (Wong et al., 2021) did. Respondents were asked to rate their
perception of occupational stressors using the following statement: “In the current situation of
the COVID-19 pandemic, I think _______________is the reason that causes my occupation
stress” with a rating of strongly agree to strongly disagree. However, as noted by Beehr (2007),
including the word “stress” in measurement items may mean the researcher may not know what
they are actually measuring (i.e., the stressor or the perception of that stressor’s role in creating
stress). Future research should ask participants: “How often do you experience_____________”
with a rating of never to very often. This would reflect how often respondents experience the
stressor, e.g., excessive workload, and how this experience later relates to burnout, job
satisfaction, or other important outcomes. Specifically, “how” the question is asked may provide
future researchers with more valid and reliable results in measuring the effects of workplace
stressors on these other endogenous variables by reducing issues of multicollinearity and
increasing the reliability of the overall scale.
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5.6 Chapter Summary
This chapter provided a discussion of the results and the major findings of this study. A
summary of the research methods was presented, along with a discussion of the results and major
conclusions. The theoretical and practical implications were discussed, including the major
contributions of this study. Finally, the researcher discussed the limitations of the study as well
as made suggestions about future research. Overall, the results of this study suggest that burnout
is an important factor in reducing employee job satisfaction, which was shown to play a
significant role in increasing restaurant workers’ intentions to stay. Employee retention is an
important organizational outcome since other studies have shown that employee turnover costs
organizations trillions of dollars annually (Han, 2020), and employee retention is important to
achieving customer satisfaction, loyalty, and financial success (DiPietro & Condly, 2007;
Heskett et al., 2017).
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